Renovating the sacred: The Re-formations of the English parish church in the Diocese of Norwich, c. 1450-1662 by Larking, Irena
  
 
 
Renovating the Sacred: The Re-formations of the English Parish Church in the 
Diocese of Norwich, c.1450-1662  
Irena Tina Marie Larking 
BA, BAHons (First Class), MA (First Class) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy at 
The University of Queensland in 2013 
School of History, Philosophy, Religion and Classics 
ii 
 
Abstract 
 
The English Reformation can perhaps be described as a watershed moment in 
England‟s history – an event that changed not only the theological underpinnings of 
legislation and doctrine, but also the way in which parish communities experienced 
religion as a congregation within the context of their parish church. This thesis takes 
a fresh look at the English Reformation from its beginnings during the early sixteenth 
century through to the Restoration. How did the English Reformation become a 
reality within parish or faith communities and what impact did this have on those 
communities and on their collective faith experience? By using the methodological 
trajectory of material culture within the context of the Diocese of Norwich, this thesis 
explores the history of the English Reformation through the detailed analysis of local 
parish history. 
The focus of this thesis traces the history of eight rural parishes in Diocese of 
Norwich in the counties of Norfolk – North Elmham, Stockton, Redenhall, Tilney All 
Saints – and Suffolk – Boxford, Metfield, Cratfield, Long Melford – and one urban 
parish – St Peter Mancroft, Norwich - through the use of multiple sources, both 
textual and material culture. The primary textual sources that the thesis draws on are 
the churchwardens‟ accounts for these churches. These exist in both manuscript and 
transcript form, of which significant portions of the manuscripts have been 
transcribed by the author and some for the first time. In addition to churchwardens 
accounts the thesis also incorporates detailed analyses of religious legislation, both 
national and diocesan, as well as the Book of Common Prayer. The material culture 
that the thesis draws on are the surviving contemporary artefacts within the churches 
in this study, some of which have not been analysed before. The thesis also draws 
on liturgical objects and furnishings currently on display in the Victoria and Albert 
Museum and the British Museum. 
The thesis follows a chronological trajectory that begins with the late medieval 
period (chapter 2). The furnishings and the use of space was, not surprisingly, 
largely determined by the theology of Roman Catholicism – it was theology made 
tangible for the faith communities of late medieval England. This enables the 
subsequent changes to be analysed in light of the shift from Roman Catholicism to 
Protestantism. It then moves on to a detailed analysis of the liturgical changes and 
consequent impact on the furnishings and reconfiguration of the parish church under 
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the Tudors during the turbulent changes of the sixteenth century (chapters 3 and 4). 
This will show that the changes in official legislation did not necessarily equate to 
dutiful changes in liturgy and furnishings at the parish level. It was not only the 
furnishings and space that was reordered for Protestant worship, but also the rituals 
outlined in the new Book of Common Prayer that significantly altered how both priest 
and people ought to perform these rituals. Drawing on my analysis of the 1597 
visitation returns for the Diocese of Norwich, the thesis will show that there were 
pockets of resistance towards the Prayer Book and how the liturgy ought to be 
performed (chapter 5). Priests and laypeople alike were prepared to “voice” their 
disagreement through use or misuse of objects, spaces and rituals within and around 
the parish church. Finally, the thesis analyses the turbulent changes of the mid 
seventeenth century, from the implementation of the beauty of holiness, the backlash 
that resulted in a second wave of iconoclasm and then the publication of a new 
Prayer Book in 1662 (chapter 6). All of these changes were dependent upon the 
manifestation of theology through the preferred material culture, or lack thereof, and 
the readjustment of space within the parish church. 
The process of analysing how churches were reconfigured by way of the 
reallocation of space, the objects that filled those spaces, and how the congregation 
interacted with these spaces and objects, brings an original contribution to the 
history of the English Reformation. This thesis will demonstrate the value that local 
stories can add to a national story, and that the adoption of material culture as a 
methodology is a key component in the retelling of these stories. These stories are 
inherently about the faith communities that traversed the difficult and unpredictable 
journey from Roman Catholicism to Protestantism. 
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Chapter 1 
 
Silver, Timber and Linen: Constructing a Material Cultural History 
of the English Reformation1 
 
 
 
Let us know always that this was a world, and not a void infinite of grey haze, with 
phantasms swimming in it. These old…walls, I say were not peopled with phantasms; 
but with men of flesh and blood, made altogether as we are. Had thou and I then 
been, who knows but we ourselves had taken refuge from an evil time, and fled to 
dwell here. 
 
Thomas Carlyle, nineteenth-century historian2 
 
 
 
The year is 1529/30 and it is Easter Sunday. William Coo, a clothmaker from Boxford, 
Suffolk is about to do what he has always done – go to his parish church and witness 
the miracle of the Mass, where bread and wine are mysteriously transformed into the 
body and blood of Christ. As he walks into the nave he finds a place to stand, 
perhaps somewhere in the south aisle that was often reserved for the men of the 
parish. The whole space is filled with sound from the newly purchased organ and the 
smell of burning frankincense. His surroundings are also filled with the images of 
saints painted on walls, as statues in niches and as embroidery on the priest‟s 
garments. At the east end of the south aisle are four images housed in niches and 
wall paintings, one of which may have been St Edmund. At the east end is the 
chancel and the stone high altar and it is adorned with elaborate objects: chalice, 
plate, candles, including the Paschal Candle, and cloths. The priest, his attendants 
and perhaps a choir are also in the chancel and they are chanting Latin prayers and 
responses. Coo and his fellow lay parishioners are forbidden to enter the chancel, 
physically and symbolically barricaded by the presence of the roodscreen and their 
lay status. Yet all of them, as a faith community, are about to join together on the one 
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Sunday in the year where the lay parishioners join with the clergy to eat Christ‟s 
body – Easter Sunday.3  
The year is now 1564/5 and it is again Easter Sunday. As Coo walks into his 
parish church, he momentarily reflects on how different the interior is from thirty-five 
years ago. The painted images that once adorned the walls have been covered over 
with whitewash, perhaps in preparation for the painting of English biblical texts. The 
organ no longer sounds inside (nor outside) the church. The remnants of broken 
images and niches can still be seen in some places – the physical sign of the 
rejection of Roman Catholicism. No longer does Coo have to stand, for it is possible 
that the nave now has permanent seating for the congregation so he can listen to an 
English sermon delivered from the pulpit in relative comfort. The parish, as a faith 
community, is about to partake of Holy Communion – not a sacrificial mass, 
performed at the stone high altar, but a commemorative service in remembrance of 
Christ‟s crucifixion. In 1529/30 Coo and his fellow lay parishioners were barred from 
entering the chancel. Now all communicants join with their minister in the chancel 
and kneel around a wooden communion table, simply adorned with a white linen 
cloth, a communion cup and paten. Once Coo was forbidden to consume the wine, 
which was the preserve of the clergy only. Now he is called, by both monarch and 
minister, to consume both the bread and the wine in this commemorative act of 
remembrance, at least three times a year, including Easter Sunday.4 
The story of William Coo is, for the most part, the story of everyman and 
women who lived through the English Reformation. The transition from Roman 
Catholicism to Protestantism is not simply about doctrine or the dictates of monarchs 
and high-ranking clerics. It is also about the lived experiences of individuals in 
parishes acting as faith communities between c.1450 – 1662, and the complex 
nexus between objects, their placement within and outside the parish church and 
their uses (and abuses) to express and shape a faith practice. It is only when this 
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nexus is explored that we can begin to understand William Coo‟s world and the faith 
community that he, and others like him, inhabited.   
 
 
1.1 The builders of English Reformation history 
 
The literature on the subject of the English Reformation is extensive and, regardless 
of whether historians have positioned themselves as traditionalist, revisionist or post-
revisionist, the knowledge that we now have is as rich as it is broad. There are two 
key issues around which these three groups of historians of the English Reformation 
gravitate. The first issue is the impact of the Reformation on the English populace: 
was it good or bad and/or was it state driven or a grassroots movement? The second 
and related issue, is the degree of involvement of individuals at a parish level. Did 
the populace have any say over how the Reformation would shape their liturgy in 
their parish churches? Were they active or passive participants in the process of 
reform? Did the populace willingly conform or were they defiantly resistant?  
 Traditionalist historians maintain the view that the English Reformation was a 
positive experience. G. R. Elton maintained that it came as a response to a corrupt 
Church and rife anti-clericalism amongst the populace, although his focus is on the 
political elite.5  Yet it was the work of A. G. Dickens that came to epitomise the 
traditionalist legacy that made the “average” lay person an active agent in an English 
Reformation that transpired from the “bottom up”. In his study, The English 
Reformation, Dickens remarks that „prudent people, unlearned on papal authority 
and biblical humanism... [were] capable of making shrewd judgements upon the 
preservation of Christian faith and morals, upon the unity of England and upon the 
wellness of their own communities.‟ 6  For Dickens, the English Reformation was 
largely a positive event that had established itself by the end of Edward VI‟s reign 
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and, more importantly, enabled lay parishioners to influence the experience of their 
faith communities.7 
 This grassroots narrative of the English Reformation was significantly 
challenged by historians who held a very different view of how England became 
reformed (if it ever did). Generally termed „revisionists‟, these historians hold the 
position that the English Reformation was primarily a political event, undertaken by 
the state for the sake of political and financial gain. The participation of lay people 
was at best pragmatic or acquiescent as they witnessed the complete dismantling of 
their faith community. The re-telling of the traditionalist narrative was spearheaded 
by J. J. Scarisbrick (1984), Ronald Hutton (1987) and Robert Whiting (1989).8 But it 
was Eamon Duffy in his now classic text The Stripping of the Altars: Traditional 
Religion in England 1400-1580 (1992 and 2005) that dealt the traditionalist narrative 
a heavy (but not fatal) blow. In this study, Duffy highlights the strength of what he 
calls „traditional religion‟ amongst the English populace.  As such he views the 
Reformation as a „deep and traumatic cultural hiatus‟.9 Thus „his book has little to 
say about the positive attractions of the Protestant Gospel, or about those who 
willingly embraced it.‟10 Duffy‟s more recent book Saints, Sacrilege and Sedition: 
Religion and Conflict in the Tudor Reformations (2012) is even more overtly 
polemical, claiming that the „Reformation marked, for England, the end of the notion 
of Christendom.‟11  Similarly, Christopher Haigh is equally as sceptical about the 
appeal of the English Reformation and places both the impetus for the Reformation 
and the benefactors of it squarely with the State. He remarks that the Reformation 
was more about politics than religion. He states that the English populace 
„experienced religion as obedience rather than conversion; they obeyed a monarch‟s 
new laws rather than swallowed a preacher‟s new message…Religious change was 
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governed by law and law was the outcome of politics.‟ 12  As such England had 
„blundering Reformations, which most did not understand, which few wanted, and 
which no one knew had come to stay.‟13 
 Duffy‟s in-depth study on the nature of Roman Catholic religion in late 
medieval England and Haigh‟s strong emphasis on the role of the State in England‟s 
Reformation established alternative platforms which later post-revisionist historians 
have either accepted or rejected. Amongst these later historians that have generally 
accepted the revisionist position are J. A. F. Thomson (1993), Beat Kümin (1996), 
Norman Jones (2002) and Ethan H. Shaggan (2003).14 Both Jones and Shaggan 
emphasise the active involvement of lay people during the early Reformation, but 
their activity was driven by pragmatism and local politics rather than religious 
concerns.15 However, other historians have questioned the revisionist position by re-
emphasising the lay person as an active agent in shaping their faith experience. 
Margaret Aston, in her book Faith and Fire: Popular and Unpopular Religion 1350-
1600 (1993) sums up the period from 1350 – 1600 as „an age of the laity.‟16 That is, it 
was a period in which the laity sought and largely succeeded in shaping their own 
religious experience and it is a position that she shares with Andrew D. Brown (1995), 
Judith Maltby (1998), Christopher Marsh (1998), Claire Cross (1999), and Nicholas 
Tyacke (2001).17 
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The reality lies somewhere in between and requires us to lay aside binary 
models of above/below or long/short and accept a history that is messy and which 
takes unexpected twists and turns.18 Tudor monarchs were motivated by more than 
just religious convictions. Some parishioners genuinely believed that the theology of 
the Reformation was false and were prepared to fight for their beliefs. Yet we also 
have to accept the reality that England did become a Protestant country and that it 
did so without large scale revolt or a civil war during the early sixteenth century.  
While this thesis will demonstrate the way in which politics and religious 
legislation played a role in the English Reformation, it will also look at the ways in 
which parishioners acting as faith communities engaged with these agents of change 
in their religious life. G. W. Bernard observes that current writing, such as Duffy‟s 
Stripping of the Altars, has ignored or downplayed the „vulnerabilites‟ of the late 
medieval Church.19 „The historian cannot unknow that the [R]eformation happened, 
and it is entirely legitimate to seek to explain it.‟20  This thesis will propose that 
parishioners – as both individuals and as a faith community – were active in shaping 
their religious life, whether it be in enthusiastic support or reluctant conformity to the 
Reformation. As Peter Marshall remarks, the „frequent shifts and turns‟ in religious 
legislation during the sixteenth century did not, as one may expect, leave 
parishioners „confused‟ over what type of Christian they were supposed to be.21 
Rather, „the orders to remove or restore altars, images, and books had a profoundly 
catechizing effect, encouraging people to think about their meanings more intensely 
than they had done before.‟22  
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1.2 A new foundation stone? 
 
As most lay people did not leave records about how they felt or what they thought 
about the Reformation, the task of reconstructing this history is complex and 
challenging. Thus we need to trace this process via an indirect route. One way in 
which this can be done is through the methodological trajectory of material culture 
that places an emphasis on the complex interactions between objects and the 
society in which they are used. For the purposes of this study material culture will be 
used to explore of the objects and rituals that were employed in the practice of early 
modern English religious culture over the period 1450 - 1662. Peter Marshall and 
Alec Ryrie call for historians to break down the barriers between religious and social 
histories and propose that this can be done through cultural history. They remark: 
„[C]ultural history is awakening us to what we should have always known: namely, 
that religion and society interact, and do so in complex, unpredictable and at times 
perverse ways.‟23  
Several academics have drawn on both material remains and documentary 
evidence in exploring England‟s religious past, although they have not actively used 
material culture as a methodological trajectory. Duffy draws on a wide range of 
material remains such as roodscreens, fonts, wall paintings and stained glass to 
demonstrate the richness of late medieval religion. Duffy‟s research is 
complemented by Katheleen Kamerick‟s analysis of late medieval images and Judith 
Middleton-Stewart‟s work on late medieval memorials to the dead. 24  Aston‟s 
extensive work on iconoclastic activity during the early Reformation and during the 
Civil War shows the intensive and extensive acts of religious violence committed 
against the very objects that Duffy highlights as a central element in establishing 
Protestantism, such as altar rails.25 Aston‟s work aside, the vast majority of histories 
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that draw on material remains focus on late medieval religion. Nevertheless, these 
histories demonstrate how effective the study of material remains can be.26 
But in much of the existing literature that uses material culture there remains a 
noticeable gap, namely the lack of research into the cultural significance of the 
parish church – the heart of the parish community – during the Reformation and 
beyond. The key area and one that was central to the experience of William Coo – 
what people believed and what they did within the locality of the parish church – has 
been ignored. The materiality of religion was just as important for early modern 
Protestantism as it was for medieval Roman Catholicism. The material culture of the 
English Reformation was the physical manifestation of the expression of faith 
communities from c. 1450 to 1662, and it is central to understanding England‟s 
religious past. William Cantwell Smith defines faith as „the religious experience or 
involvement of an individual‟, and it is something that is expressed outwardly and, 
oftentimes, within the context of a community. 27  Thus the exploration of a faith 
experience and how this changed over time is best analysed within the context of the 
community in which it was practiced. In late medieval and early modern England, 
religious practice centred, for the the most part, on the parish church and the 
material culture used to perform the liturgy or enhance the church space for worship. 
The exploration of religious material culture „to learn what... [it] can tell us about lived 
experience of religion‟ is the mandate of the journal Material Religion.28 We may 
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never know what most people thought about the Reformation and its impact on their 
lives, but we can analysie how communities practiced their faith. David Hall suggests 
the term „lived religion‟ as a way of exploring the daily religious lives of the Christian 
laity.29 It is a concept that assumes that behaviour has meaning, but also allows for 
tension and the „messiness that leakes into everyday life‟.30 Caroline Walker Bynum 
observes that the materiality of the object is an essential part of the spiritual 
experience that is had with and through that object. 31  As Tara Hamling and 
Catherine Richardson advocate: „The academic turn towards the everyday has 
prompted a renewed interest in material culture because everyday life is rooted in 
the experience of materiality...The historical study of everyday objects therefore 
allows access to the lived experience of people in the past.‟32   
Several works have been written on the theory of material culture that 
emphasise the close relationship between objects, people and place.33 In recent 
years historians, like Caroline Walker Bynum, Tara Hamling and Catherine 
Richardson, have incorporated material culture as a methodological trajectory, and 
have proven how valuable interdisciplinarity can be. Walker Bynum (2011) has 
explored the materiality of late medieval Christian religion in Europe and argues that 
the experience of a transcendant deity was inseperable from the materiality of the 
objects and images used for such activity.34 Evelyn Tribble and Nicolas Keene (2011) 
have also shown the benefits of material culture – space, object and people – 
through their analysis of sermon-hearing in the early modern English parish church.35 
Hamling and Richard C. Williams who edited a collection Art Re-formed: Re-
assessing the Impact of the Reformation on the Visual Arts (2007) argue that the 
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Reformation did not cause the production of visual arts to be side-lined, but rather 
provided new opportunities for its production.36 Historians Will Coster and Andrew 
Spicer in their edited collection Sacred Space in Early Modern Europe (2005) have 
adopted the methodology of material culture and applied it to sacred sites and 
edifices of the past. „[W]hat is of chief concern...is not the purely architectural 
utilisation of space, but what that can tell us about the mentalité of the people of 
Reformation Europe‟.37 Art historian Mia M. Mochizuki has explored the reclaiming of 
the church space for the Dutch Reform Church in an analysis of the materiality of the 
Bible and biblical texts. 38  C. Pamela Graves highlights the need to analyse the 
architecture and material remains of sacred spaces, like churches, within the context 
of their intended use.39 This thesis then seeks to contextualise the material culture of 
the English Reformation between c. 1450 – 1662 within the locality of the parish 
church and parish faith communities, and analyse how it was utilised to establish and 
maintain the Protestant faith. 40  Archaeologist Jonathan Finch rightly states that 
understanding the use of material culture to establish new ideas is equally as 
important as the destruction of material culture to remove old ideas: 
 
[T]he material impact of the Reformation within the parish churches has yet to 
receive the detailed consideration it deserves. The focus has tended to be on 
the loss of medieval art or material culture, rather than on the process of 
establishing a new religion within the archaeological framework of the old.41 
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However, only a few historians have employed a systematic application of 
material culture and applied it to England‟s religious past.42 Kenneth Fincham and 
Nicholas Tyacke in their book Altars Restored: The Changing Face of Religious 
Worship 1547 – c.1700 (2007) go some way towards recognising the cultural 
significance of objects and space in telling the contested history of the use of the 
altar cum communion table for community worship.43 Robert Whiting‟s 2010 survey 
study The Reformation of the English Parish Church highlights the very real and very 
important role of the material object in the liturgical life of the parish church during 
the late medieval period and beyond. 44  Alexandra Walsham in her study The 
Reformation of the Landscape: Religion, Identity, and Memory in Early Modern 
Britain and Ireland (2011) has applied the methodology of material culture to the 
English landscape and has shown that it too came under the influence of the 
Reformation.45 Matthew Milner in his study The Senses and the English Reformation 
(2011) has explored the interaction between religious objects and the senses, and 
has shown that such objects were not simply functional structures but were designed 
to be engaged with actively.46 
These national histories have clearly demonstrated the value of material 
culture as a methodology in order to enhance our understanding of England‟s 
religious past and they give us a bird‟s eye view of how objects and the spaces  
which they inhabit functioned within the culture of early modern English society. Yet 
the bird‟s eye view does not always allow for or reveal all the complexity of that 
national history. Only by undertaking local or regional studies in aggregate and 
combined with the methodological trajectory of material culture can the complexity of 
faith communities at a parish level be revealed. In his reconstruction of the parish of 
Morebath (2001) Duffy draws on the churchwardens‟ accounts to show how the 
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Reformation reconfigured, added to and removed the objects and spaces of this rural 
Devon parish. While this is the most recent reconstruction of its kind, Duffy 
incorrectly asserts that such histories (rich though they are) are of little value to 
national histories. He comments: „Tudor England had no such thing as a typical 
village‟ and Morebath is no „proof of any [such] thesis.‟47 Yet it is only when multiple 
histories of this kind are completed that we get a true sense of the national history of 
the Reformation. After all, no person nor parish was an island. David Cressy, 
however, supports the idea that it is possible to extract big stories or at least big 
questions from micro histories. In his study Travesties and Transgressions in Tudor 
and Stuart England: Tales of Discord and Dissension (2000) Cressy unravels 
accounts of conflict and dissent at a parish level in order to explore the culturally 
complex world of early modern England. He states: „The archives are full of surprises, 
stores of stories, and almost any point of entry can be chosen for building a world 
from a grain of sand.‟48  
This thesis attempts to show that local histories, in this case not one parish but 
eight rural parishes and one urban parish in the counties of Norfolk and Suffolk 
within the Diocese of Norwich, are vital in enhancing our knowledge of England‟s 
national history of the Reformation. In using the methodological trajectory of material 
culture that places a premium on the inter-relationship between objects, space and 
ceremony, I aim to reconstruct the traces of religious experiences of the faith 
communities within these nine parishes over the period c.1450 - 1662. The material 
markers of one‟s faith were as important to the reformed yeoman sitting near the 
front of the nave by the pulpit, as it was to the local gentry family who had 
established a chapel in the south aisle and was coming to terms with the fact that it 
was ordered to be dismantled. As Eamon Duffy remarks, the Reformation became 
„quite literally, part of the furniture.‟49 It is true that the experience of faith did not 
occur solely within the confines of the parish church, but it is here that individual 
experiences were collectively brought to bear on the experience of the community. It 
is the parish churches scattered across England that traces of that materiality of that 
experience remain. Thus it is in the vein of these more recent scholarly works that 
my thesis will be positioned, using material culture, its uses and abuses, as evidence 
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of religious practice and collective experiences within the spaces of the parish 
church. 
 
1.3 Surveying the English Reformation with old and new tools 
 
Late medieval and early modern English society was inherently religious. Life was 
measured and experienced through religious events. The core events in one‟s life – 
birth, marriage, death, community, religious instruction – were all celebrated with 
rituals and services that took place at particular locations within the parish church 
using certain objects. These events were collective events in the sense that, for the 
most part, they were celebrated as a community. Thus the community of the parish 
was a faith community - that is, the individuals of a parish coming together as a 
collective body for the purposes of religious activity and who adhered to a particular 
set of beliefs. These faith communities expressed themselves with and through the 
objects that surrounded them within the locality of the parish church – the site of 
collective religious expression. These objects formed the vehicle through which 
religious meaning and activity was conducted and shaped, and through which either 
assent or dissent for the dominant faith practice was expressed.  
This is not to say that the faith community within any given parish was always 
a homogeneous entity. It could be, and often was, made up of complementary sub-
communities – voluntary groups that sat alongside and participated with the 
dominant faith community of the parish – and/or competing sub-communities, 
namely communities that were in opposition to the prevailing faith practice of the 
parish.  Similarly, the parish church was also not a homogeneous space, but made 
up of several spaces that had specific functions within which certain objects were 
located and where certain rituals or ceremonies took place. It was through the 
complex relationship between space, object and people that faith communities 
expressed their collective, sometimes competing, experiences. As England 
traversed the untravelled and unpredictable path of becoming a Protestant nation 
over the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, faith communities, in the 
Diocese of Norwich as elsewhere, would be tested by what it meant to be Protestant 
and, more importantly, how being Protestant ought to be practiced as a collective 
experience.  
28 
 
The Diocese of Norwich is „one of the largest [Dioceses] in the country‟.50 
Situated north-east of London, it consisted of two counties, Norfolk and Suffolk and, 
during the late medieval and early modern period, its city – Norwich – was the 
second largest city in England to London. 51  Diarmaid MacCulloch remarks that 
Norfolk and Suffolk form the „heartland‟ of East Anglia and they were connected by 
„strong links‟ – administrative, trade and familial.52 From about 1450 onwards the 
production of wool became increasingly important to the country‟s economy, as cloth 
became a major product for both internal and external markets. It was also during 
this time that East Anglia became one of the key centres of cloth manufacture, and 
clothiers, like William Coo, „came to exercise great control over the rural industry.‟ 53 
Norman Scarfe observes that in 1524 Norfolk was the second wealthiest county in 
England and Suffolk was the fourth wealthiest (equal with Essex).54 It is for this 
reason that the churches in East Anglia are often referred to as wool churches, and 
because their building, re-building or refurbishing coincided with the boom in the 
cloth market which often funded such projects.55 
 Norwich Diocese has been traditionally viewed as being near the epicentre of 
the English Reformation.56 During the late medieval period it had its fair share of 
Lollard heretics eager to promote reformed doctrine. In the early years of the 
Reformation there were those who sympathised with the Reformation, as well as 
those who opposed it.57 Much of the focus of previous historians has been either on 
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the political implementation of the Reformation, or restricted to an analysis of the city 
of Norwich, or a particular county.58 This thesis aims to complement this body of 
existing knowledge on the religious history of the Diocese of Norwich by analysing 
the Diocese as one unit through a predominantly rural perspective. It will also 
challenge the notion that the Diocese of Norwich was a Reformation enclave, by 
showing that the transition from Roman Catholicism to Protestantism was neither 
inevitable nor smooth. The nine parish churches, along with their records, that will be 
the focus of this thesis are scattered across the Diocese and they are all, except for 
St Peter Mancroft, rural churches. These parishes churches are: North Elmham (see 
plate 1.1), Stockton (see plate 1.2), Tilney All Saints (see plate 1.3), Redenhall (see 
plate 1.4), St Peter Mancroft (see plate 1.5), Boxford (see plate 1.6), Metfield (see 
plate 1.7), Cratfield (see plate 1.8) and Long Melford (see plate 1.9).59 Furthermore, 
most of these churches have not been subjected to sustained analysis by scholars. 
The exceptions to this are Cratfield, Long Melford and Boxford, although the existing 
analysis has tended to focus on the late medieval period.60 The vast majority of the 
population of the Diocese of Norwich lived outside of Norwich city, so the experience 
of the Reformation for most people occured within a rural setting. In the 1520s the 
population of Norwich City was estimated to be 8,500 compared with a total 
population of 112,000 in Norfolk alone.61 By 1524 the population in Suffolk was about 
100,000, making it comparable to Norfolk.62 Each of the nine parishes in this thesis 
was chosen based on the accessibility of its churchwardens‟ accounts (discussed 
below), so that in addition to the material culture evidence the construction of their 
respective histories can also draw on textual evidence. These communities did not 
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experience the Reformation solely through the political or administrative functions of 
the Diocese but also through the experiences of the collective faith communities in 
the nine parishes that will form the basis of this study. As this study will show, the 
pathways of reform for the Diocese of Norwich was complex, mixed and contested. 
The primary written documents that will be used in this thesis are 
churchwardens‟ accounts. The use of churchwardens‟ accounts is not new and 
historians have drawn on their valuable contents to reconstruct regional histories for 
the late medieval period and early modern period.63 Since the late medieval period 
the office of churchwarden had been a local response to meet the demands of parish 
government and the election process varied from parish to parish. In 1571 
Archbishop Matthew Parker ordered in his canons that churchwardens were to be 
chosen by the minister and the parish. The 1604 canons stipulated that if the 
minister and parish could not agree, then the minister was to choose one 
churchwarden and the parish to choose the other.64 Both Clive Burgess and Beat 
Kümin have debated the relative usefulness of churchwardens‟ accounts as a means 
to reconstruct parish religious activity.65 It is a fair point that the records of income 
and expenditure do not capture the full gambit of parish religious life, but they 
nevertheless record activities for which the parish approved, and in which the faith 
community actively participated. Thus the documents that they produced – 
churchwardens‟ accounts – reveal the parish‟s dominant faith community acting 
collectively through their chosen churchwardens.  
Churchwardens‟ accounts were essentially the financial records of 
expenditure and income for the parish church that were ratified by parish gatherings. 
At first glance such documents appear rather dull as the records, with varying 
degrees of detail, note the payments of seemingly endless maintenance costs for 
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church fabric and fittings, the receipt of rent money or payments for the poor and 
needy. But amongst the records of bell ropes and nails, the churchwardens also 
recorded the income received from gifts and bequests, the sale of church plate, the 
purchase of a new Bible or the maintenance costs for the church pulpit – the material 
markers of early modern religious change and continuity. It is through these records 
that we are able to reconstruct the ongoing process of Reformation through the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and determine how these changes were 
incorporated into the experience of collective faith communities within some of 
parishes in the Diocese of Norwich. Churchwardens‟ accounts may not record all of 
the activity related to a parish‟s collective faith experience, but they certainly reveal 
what the parish, in general, believed was a worthy investment for the spiritual health 
of the community. 66  Some earlier antiquarians recognised the value of such 
documents and transcribed either their full contents or extracts from the accounts for 
the late medieval and early modern period. It is possible, especially with the 
transcribed accounts that consist of extracts only, that some details were deliberately 
left out or mistakes were made in the transcribing. Nevertheless these transcriptions 
still prove valuable in recording information about the purchasing trends of various 
churches, especially when the original accounts have not survived or are not 
accessible due to their fragile condition. This thesis will use the original 
churchwardens‟ accounts where available, as well as any transcriptions that have 
been published. 
Several sets of churchwardens‟ accounts or portions of churchwardens‟ 
accounts have survived in manuscript form and form the basis of my research. This 
is the case for the parishes of Boxford (1529 – 1696), Long Melford (c.1547-1706), 
Cratfield (c.1517-late seventeenth century), Metfield (1510-1704 (fragments) and 
1655-61), St Peter Mancroft (1580-1706) and North Elmham (1583-1629). Until 
recently the Boxford churchwardens‟ accounts had only been transcribed for the 
years 1529-61. As a result of my transcription of the Boxford accounts for the years 
1559-1665, this thesis is able to draw on over a century of accounts and the rich 
detail contained therein for the first time. I have also transcribed fragments of the 
accounts for Long Melford and Metfield that have been used here for the first time.67 
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There are also transcribed accounts for Boxford (1529-1561) and Cratfield (1490-
1660). Unfortunately some accounts are so fragile that they could not be viewed at 
the County Record Offices when I visited them, as is the case for Metfield (1547-
1655). Thanks to the efforts of earlier antiquarians or later historians several 
transcripts of the original accounts have survived. These are Tilney All Saints (1445-
1589), North Elmham (1539-77), St Peter Mancroft, Norwich (1580-1710), Long 
Melford (1529-77).68 Some antiquarians only provided extracts, which is the case for 
Redenhall (1573-1762), Stockton (1625-97) and Metfield (1547-1862).69  Only a few 
of the accounts cover the entire period addressed in the thesis, such as Cratfield, 
Boxford and Long Melford. Nevertheless, each covers a significant portion of the 
time period of the thesis and still provides valuable evidence for the changes that 
took place. This thesis will also draw on and analyse a range of religious lesgislation, 
both national and diocesan, and the key versions of the Book of Common Prayer. 
Such documents stipulated the requirements for how churches ought to be furnished 
and how individuals ought to behave, and so provide a key indicator of the level of 
compliance amongst the faith community. 
In addition to the churchwardens‟ accounts and religious legislation, the thesis 
will also draw on the material remains, namely the fabric and fittings, of each church 
that will provide physical evidence for the process of reform. As N. J. G. Pounds 
remarks, the individual parish church, along with its contents, was and is a „valuable... 
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social document‟ in its own right.70 The evidence for the material remains for the nine 
churches in this thesis was gathered from field work conducted in 2011. This 
evidence was collected in the form of photographic evidence from which much of the 
illustrations in this thesis are derived, as well as in the nine floor plans of the parish 
churches that comprise Appendix B. As Warwick Rodwell notes, „[a]rchaeology 
embraces all aspects of the material past.‟71 
Such evidence becomes crucial especially when no churchwardens‟ accounts 
are available for a particular period or the accounts remain silent on specific matters. 
Yet the survival of material remains in churches is also problematic, because what is 
left is what caretakers of the church, whether past or present, have deemed worth 
preserving, or what may have been gifted to the church from elsewhere at a later 
date. Peter Burke suggests that historians use the word “traces” rather than sources, 
because our account of the past is contaminated by „intermediaries‟.72 Numerous 
parish churches succumbed to the work of Victorian or later restorers – whether it 
was through the replacement of earlier objects with nineteenth-century, or later, 
pieces, or modifying earlier pieces to suit nineteenth-century, or more recent, tastes 
and/or functionality. All the churches explored in this thesis contain evidence of 
restoration or remodelling and all are still active parish churches. Nevertheless they 
all retain objects that can enhance the story told in their accounts and with a keen 
eye it is possible to spot a Victorian Gothic copy from the real medieval or early 
modern artefact by its construction technique, such as joinery, pegging and carving. 
These individual items will be discussed throughout the relevant chapters and will be 
referred to in the floor plans in Appendix B that mark the current location of the 
significant findings.  
It is also worth keeping in mind the relative size of each church. The smallest 
church out of the nine is Stockton, which consists of a nave and chancel. Metfield 
also consists of a nave and chancel, but the chancel is more defined in terms of 
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space and the building is slightly larger. Cratfield and Boxford are somewhat bigger 
and both have north and south aisles and a small choir. Next in size are North 
Elmham, Tilney All Saints and Redenhall. Each of these churches has substantial 
side aisles and a choir, as well as one or more adjacent chapels. The largest 
churches of the nine are St Peter Mancroft and Long Melford, the largest of all. St 
Peter Mancroft is the largest parish church in Norwich city, which contains four 
chapel rooms in addition to substantial side aisles and choir. Long Melford is the 
largest church overall and currently contains four chapels (although it originally had 
five), two of which are located at the east end of the aisles, one on the north side of 
the chancel and one on the east side of the chancel, which is of a substantial size. 
 In exploring the churchwardens‟ accounts, the material remains for each 
church and the physical spaces of each church, we can see that each church has its 
own particular story to tell about the Reformation and how continuity and change 
became a part of the collective faith community of each parish. It is difficult to 
determine whether an entire parish was in favour of a particular change, adaptation 
or innovation, or whether the decision was made by a cohort of influential individuals. 
Yet, what we can tell from the churchwardens‟ accounts and material remains is that 
the Reformation shaped the way in which these communities worshipped together, 
not just through the changes in theology, as important as these were, but also 
through the re-ordering of the church space, both the interior and exterior, and the 
objects within them. These forms of evidence also reveal the ways in which both 
priest and congregation interacted with both the space and these objects. The 
surviving materials – both written and physical – indicate that all these parishes may 
have experienced conflict or disagreement over how parish worship should be 
conducted. At the same time we can make some tentative remarks about whether 
there was any general trend or trends. We will see that some parishes, like Boxford 
and North Elmham, were supportive of the Reformation and actively went about 
refurbishing their churches accordingly. On the other hand, parishes like Tilney All 
Saints, Redenhall and St Peter Mancroft, were slow, even hesitant, to re-order their 
church for Protestant worship, although Tilney All Saints did experience a flurry of 
reform during the early years of Edward VI. Still other communities, like Cratfield, 
Metfield, Long Melford and Stockton, had a rather mixed response as they displayed 
both signs of support and disdain for the Reformation. It needs to be remembered 
that the Reformation did not happen quickly, nor did it happen smoothly and much 
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would have depended upon who elected the churchwardens in a particular year and 
who these churchwardens were.  
The thesis will follow a chronological trajectory, starting in approximately 1450 
and progressing through until the Restoration of the monarchy in 1660 and the 
restoration of the Prayer Book in 1662. This acknowledges that the English 
Reformation was indeed a process rather than an event. It was a process that had its 
roots in the late medieval period, one which would impact the cultural and material 
makeup of parish churches, and the faith communities that worshipped in them, 
through the seventeenth century.73 After 1662, the arrangement of parish churches 
does not dramatically change, but after 1662 a new story begins to emerge, namely 
that of non-conformism and the use of non-conformist chapels and meeting houses, 
which lies beyond the scope of this thesis. The thesis has largely refrained from 
employing the term „Puritan‟, and has used the term „godly‟ or non-conformist where 
appropriate in the period under consideration, namely c.1450 - 1662.  This term 
„Puritan‟ has been acknowledged as being problematic, as it was not the term that 
the „hotter sort‟ used for themselves and also it implies a clear demarcation between 
such individuals and other members of the parish when this was not always the 
case.74 The thesis retains the original spelling used in manuscripts and transcripts, 
and contractions have been provided. Transliterations have been also provided 
where needed for clarification. The thesis has retained the dating as given in the 
churchwardens‟ accounts (both the transcriptions and original manuscript) and will 
take the year of the accounts as being from March – March. Each year will be shown 
as, for example, 1563/4, to denote the inclusion of the months January - March. The 
following section presents an overview of the form of the chapters in the order they 
appear in the thesis. 
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Late medieval religion was infused with the presence of images, Latin prayers 
and chants, sacred objects, and the distinct demarcation of church spaces. Both 
priest and people had specific roles in creating a community of the faithful. Chapter 
two will analyse the sensory environment of the late medieval parish church and 
examines how doctrines that were central to the Roman Catholic faith – the 
sacrament of the Mass and purgatory - were physically embedded into the fabric of 
the parish church. The organisation of spaces and how objects (statues, altars, plate, 
candles, cloths, screens) were placed within those spaces was determined both by 
law and local practice. Parishioners, both as individuals and in groups, also 
participated in the furnishing of their parish church through gifts and bequests, and 
therefore contributed to the spiritual life of the parish in tangible ways. Even before 
the Reformation, there were individuals within parish communities who questioned 
this experience of faith and rejected late medieval religious devotion and external 
piety in favour of a faith experienced increasingly through the Word. 
 By the mid sixteenth century the questioning of medieval modes of piety was 
gaining some momentum amongst the crown, leading clerics and lay people. The 
questioning of late medieval religious practice, especially during the reign of Edward 
VI, started the process of overturning Roman Catholicism and its trappings in favour 
of a reformed religion. Chapter three will look at the central doctrines of the 
Reformation – sola scriptura, the rejection of transubstantiation and the rejection of 
images – and how these doctrines were manifested within the sacred space of the 
parish church. The chapter will show that the process by which the Reformation 
came to be a part of the fabric of parish churches was through a combination of both 
state legislation and grassroots activity – both through iconoclasm and by the 
introduction of new objects (such as communion tables and communion cups) 
required for Protestant community worship. This chapter will also address the brief 
period of Counter-Reformation during the reign of Mary I, and the ways in which faith 
communities re-ordered their parish churches once more for Roman Catholic 
worship.  
Having switched between Roman Catholicism and Protestantism several 
times over the course of about thirty years and having experienced the turbulent 
process of iconoclasm, parishioners were faced with the reality of re-ordering their 
churches once again for Protestant worship. Chapter four will assess how 
Protestantism, under Elizabeth I, was re-established in parish churches through the 
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re-ordering of church space and the objects (communion tables, seating, pulpits) 
used within it. From the maintenance or purchase of communion tables, the writing 
of scripture texts on the walls, to the removal or destruction of Roman Catholic 
imagery, churches were once again being re-formed for Protestant community 
worship with its focus and centrality on the Word. 
The church space and the objects within it may have been re-formed for 
Protestant worship, but there was considerable debate over how exactly such 
objects should be used and how the new Protestant liturgy should be performed. 
Chapter five will explore the debate over adiaphora and how parishioners responded 
to the ritual and ceremonial requirements of the 1559 Book of Common Prayer and 
the 1559 Royal Injunctions. It will analyse the returns from the 1597 visitation of the 
Diocese of Norwich to assess the extent of non-conformity within the Diocese. It will 
be seen that there was a variety of ways in which both ministers and parishioners 
could express their disagreement with the liturgy, some of which were more 
disruptive than others. 
The push to maintain the sacredness of the church intensified during the early 
part of the seventeenth century through the „beauty of holiness‟ programme that was 
promoted by several bishops, including Archbishop William Laud, who had the 
backing of the Crown. Despite the fact that the majority of parishioners conformed to 
the requirements of the 1559 Prayer Book and the 1559 Royal Injunctions, it appears 
that many parishioners resented the invasive way in which these requirements were 
enforced. Chapter six will explore the „beauty of holiness‟ programme and how it 
became embedded within the fabric (such as altar rails and images) of parish 
churches, alongside the continued practice of maintaining the material culture of 
reformed worship. This chapter will also look at the intense reaction to beautify the 
space, objects within the church and control the actions of both minister and 
congregation, through the iconoclastic activity that occurred from the early 1640s 
onwards. The final part of the chapter will assess the implementation of Parliament‟s 
Directory of Public Worship (January 1644/5), as an attempt to provide an alternative 
liturgy for parish congregations. It will show that the Directory was not widely 
adopted by parish congregations, who sought, instead, to reinstate the Prayer Book, 
which happened in 1662. 
In exploring the process of the English Reformation through the prism of 
material culture that is heavily embedded within faith communities of the Diocese of 
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Norwich during c. 1450 – 1662, this thesis aims to show that such an approach can 
bring a fresh perspective to a well-trodden field of historical enquiry. By exploring the 
English Reformation through such objects, the spaces in which these objects were 
located, and the people who interacted with these objects within the locality of the 
parish church, we can see how these faith communities actively responded to the 
twists and turns of religious change during the dynamic, and sometimes turbulent, 
ongoing process of reform. 
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Plate 1.1: North Elmham, Norfolk       Plate 1.2: Stockton, Norfolk, looking south-west (July 2011). 
 looking north (July 2011). Author‟s    Author‟s own photograph. 
own photograph. 
 
          
 
      Plate 1.3: Tilney All Saints, Norfolk, looking north- 
      West (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
           Plate 1.4: Redenhall, Norfolk, looking south-west  
           (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
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 Plate 1.5: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich, looking     Plate 1.6: Boxford, Suffolk, looking north-west (July 
north-west(July 2011). Author‟s own    Author‟s own photograph. 
photograph. 
 
 
    
Plate 1.7: Metfield, Suffolk, looking north-  Plate 1.8: Cratfield, Suffolk, looking south-west (July 2011). 
west (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.  Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
      Plate 1.9: Long Melford, Suffolk, looking north (July 2011). 
      Author‟s own photograph. 
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       Chapter 2 
 
Ornaments of Piety: furnishing the late medieval parish church 
 
 
„[If the] making of chirchis and [the] ornamentys and [the] seruyse in [this] lond were 
don principally for deuocion and for [the] worchepe of God, Y trow [this] lond passyd 
alle londis in worchepynge of God and of holy chirche.‟ 
Dives and Pauper75 
 
 
„[T]o walk into a parish church around 1500 was to enter (as it were) an ante-
chamber of purgatory.‟ 
Colin Richmond76 
 
 
 
 
The late medieval parish church was awash with sights, sounds and smells. Images, 
liturgical objects, candles, incense and ceremonies formed the core religious 
experience of the Roman Catholic faith communities in late medieval England. The 
spaces both within and beyond the church walls were clearly defined and 
demarcated for the placement of specific objects, the performance of prescribed 
rituals and the location of both priest and parishioner. None of these components of 
late medieval religion existed in isolation from each other or from those that gazed 
on their beauty and splendor. Rather, both object and ceremony, space and people 
all co-existed within the framework of the Roman Catholic faith for the purposes of 
worship and the hope of security in the hereafter. Thus the parish church, furnished 
with the ornaments of Roman Catholic religious practice, was the central location 
where the faith community of the parish gathered to participate in communal 
religious activities. It was the „portal‟ where parishioners could catch „glimpses of the 
spiritual realm.‟77  
These activities revolved around the pervasive doctrines of the efficacy of the 
Mass, the pangs of purgatory and the solace and edification of images.  The Mass 
provided the means of salvation, purgatory provided the motivation and images 
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provided the devotional stimuli.78 Yet parishioners were not devoid of any influence 
over their eternal well-being or that of their loved ones. The establishment of chapels 
or giving of gifts and bequests by individuals, families and guilds – coexisting 
complementary sub-communities – were housed within the parish church or 
maintained in the parish landscape for the purpose of church maintenance. These 
ornaments of piety enabled the prayers and pleadings of the living to play their part 
in bringing the souls of the departed to mind – all worked together in an intertwining 
circle of spiritual reciprocity. In so doing the faith communities of the late medieval 
Diocese of Norwich demonstrated an active religious life that privileged a highly 
sensory, ritualized and mediated access to the Holy.   
This chapter will explore the faith communities of the late medieval Diocese of 
Norwich in light of some of the core doctrines of the Roman Catholic faith and its 
material culture. By analysing the ornaments of piety within the parish church and 
how they were used, we can explore these faith communities and how they made 
sense of their world. The first section will look at the central role that the doctrine of 
purgatory and the sacrament of the Mass played in shaping the religious 
experiences of parish communities. The second section will discuss the layout of the 
parish church, its objects and spaces by drawing on Roger Martyn‟s late sixteenth-
century recollection of his parish church in Long Melford, Suffolk, prior to the 
Reformation. It will also utilise similar evidence from the churches that form the 
foundation of this thesis. This will show that the spaces and the objects that filled 
those spaces were integral to the Roman Catholic religious experience. The third 
section will take a closer look at the involvement of parishioners, both as individuals 
and corporately through the sub-communities of guilds and families in the acts of 
fundraising and bequests. Regardless of status, gender or financial wealth, all were 
able to contribute to the spiritual and material welfare of the parish, whether as a 
guild member or as an individual. Yet even in the late medieval church not all were 
convinced that the external piety of Roman Catholicism was efficacious in securing 
one‟s salvation. The fourth and final section will explore the competing sub-
community of Lollards and other individuals who opposed the highly sensory, 
ritualized and mediated nature of Roman Catholic religious practice and instead 
practiced a faith based on the Word.  
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2.1 Building One‟s Faith: the sacrament of the Mass, purgatory and images 
 
The sacrament of the Mass was undeniably the core doctrine around which the 
religious life of late medieval Roman Catholic communities revolved. The Mass 
provided the ultimate form of intercession for those in purgatory, mediated through 
the most qualified class on Earth to do so – the clergy.  It also incorporated the most 
sacred visual, aural and tangible image, namely the elevated Host where the 
crucified Christ himself became physically present in the bread and wine through the 
act of transubstantiation. Even though clerics were the earthly intercessors par 
excellence, lay people also had an important role to play. Parishioners were actively 
praying to saints on behalf of the dead, carrying out good works (including attending 
Mass), or requesting Masses for the benefit of one‟s own soul or the souls of others. 
Praying to saints and carrying out good works to shorten one‟s time in purgatory or 
that of their deceased loved ones was the core driver of pious acts. Piety was also 
manifested in the giving of gifts, maintaining images, the building of a church or in 
the establishment of chapels and chantry chapels. In turn, all of these functioned as 
devotional stimuli for intercessory prayers. These emblems of piety were a constant 
reminder of the need to maintain the cycle of spiritual reciprocity between the living 
and the dead. Thus the doctrine of purgatory and the sacrament of the Mass, 
stimulated by the presence of images, were intimately linked, and dominated the 
communal and individual activities that took place within the parish church.  
The Mass was undoubtedly the high point in the Roman Catholic calendar and 
in terms of the economies of the hereafter masses were considered to be the most 
efficacious.79 Eamon Duffy aptly states that the „liturgy lay at the heart of medieval 
religion, and the Mass lay at the heart of the liturgy.‟80 The Mass functioned as both 
an aural, visual and performative ritual whereby the faith communities of the parish 
could remember its own, both the living and the dead. For it was believed that 
blessings could be gained, for both body and soul, by hearing the Mass and seeing 
the Host. It was the Host that was taken to the dying. It was the Elevation of the Host, 
rather than the chalice, that was the focal point for devotion (see plate 2.1).81 The 
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performance of the Mass on Sundays and Holy Days brought the majority into the 
parish church on a regular basis for communal worship and intercession. Many 
churches contained side altars or chapels that had their own attendant priest to say 
Mass on behalf of the donor. In order to avoid the Elevations of the Host/s occurring 
at the same time, the elevations at the side altars had to be staggered so as to not 
precede the elevation taking place at the high altar. In the parish of Long Melford the 
solution for this problem was built into the fabric of the church. The priest conducting 
Mass at the Clopton chapel at the east end of the north aisle could time the elevation 
by viewing the high altar through the insertion of a double squint into the chapel wall 
(Appendix B.1I). The priest could look through the north wall of the chancel (also the 
location of the Clopton chantry chapel) into the chancel to the high altar (see plate 
2.2).82 Later, Thomas Cranmer testified to such high levels of devotion towards the 
Mass that “made the people to run from their seats to the altar, and from altar to altar, 
and from sacring (as they call it) to sacring, peeping, tooting and gazing at that thing 
which the priest held up in his hands… Or the people to say to the priest „Hold up! 
Hold up!‟…or to say „This day have I seen my Maker‟”.83  
The presence of side altars that were not enclosed by screens within parish 
churches suggests a greater level of lay accessibility during weekday masses.84 
Such services were „more intimate affairs‟ than High Mass performed at the high 
altar in the chancel and enclosed behind the roodscreen. 85  William Caxton 
complained about the close proximity of layfolk to the priests conducting Mass at 
side altars: “moche peple…go nyghe the aulter that they trouble oftimes the preest 
for the dissolucions that they doo in speaking in lowing and many other maners and 
not only the laye men and women but also the clerkes by who the other ought to be 
governed and taken ensample of.”86 
Yet, the clergy and laity did have different experiences of the Mass by virtue of 
their status, experiences that were ratified by the accoutrements that were used, the 
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language in which it was performed and the space in which Mass, especially High 
Mass, was conducted. Clerics were the main performers in the Mass. They alone 
consumed both the Host and the wine on each occasion the Mass was said, and 
only they could handle the sacred vessels that contained them. The Mass was 
recited in Latin, a language that was understood by few beyond the clerical class. 
Furthermore, only clerics occupied the chancel and were physically separated from 
the laity by the presence of the roodscreen. Unlike the clergy, the laity only 
consumed the Host and not the wine and this happened only at Easter. They were 
forbidden to touch the sacred vessels and the Host for fear of contamination. The 
closest that the laity came to the high altar was the west side of the roodscreen. 
Thus their movements were restricted to the nave only. Even though there was a 
strong attachment to the Mass, and consequently a high demand for it, lay 
parishioners were essentially spectators. The ceremonies that the priests performed 
and therefore experienced were quite different, in both words and actions, to that 
which was experienced by lay parishioners.87 Both the Sarum version of the Mass – 
used in the Province of Canterbury, including Diocese of Norwich, until 1543 – and 
John Lydgate‟s Merita Missæ, an instruction on the Mass for a lay audience, show 
that the role of the lay parishioner was literally to watch and pray. 88  It was an 
experience that individuals were supposed to “feel” rather than comprehend. The 
Lay Folk‟s Mass Book instructed its readers and hearers:  
 
Nevertheless, should it be so that a man does not feel spiritual emotions, nor 
even devout stirrings through the spiritual uplifting of the heart at the time of 
reception, it is good that he should then think that this is a sign of great sickness 
of sin, or else of great death, or else it is a punishment of God to humble a 
man…. for even if a man may not at once feel sweetness and spiritual delight in 
this worthy sacrament, he shall not despair on account of it, but meekly and 
patiently await the grace of God, and do whatever he can to acquire it.89  
 
The emphasis placed on devotion resulted in a decrease in the importance placed 
on its intellectual qualities. The requirement for lay people to rote learn the Creed, 
Ave Maria, Paternoster and identify the seven sacraments, deadly sins, works of 
charity, acts of mercy and virtues emphasized „acceptance, acquiescence and belief‟ 
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rather than exposition and understanding.90 Insofar as the Church was concerned, 
theoretical knowledge was a low priority for the laity. Any attempt to delve into 
theology might lead to heresy. For the Church „misunderstanding was a greater fear 
than understanding.‟91 Therefore this limited the degree to which lay people could 
engage intellectually with the Church.  
The participation of the laity was not only to watch and pray during Mass but 
also to perform certain activities as a faith community. The communal nature of the 
Mass was symbolically represented in the use of the holy loaf and the pax, both of 
which were passed around the congregation during the Mass.92 The pax was a small 
devotional object which usually depicted the Crucifix or Christ crucified and it was 
kissed during the Peace by parishioners, following the Paternoster (see plates 2.3 
and 2.4). It was also withheld from those who were performing public penance, 
symbolic of being outside the bounds of the community.93 The holy loaf was similarly 
passed around the lay congregation after the reading of the Gospel and was a 
substitute for the Host. 94  In 1518 one John “Kareless” was presented to the 
archdeacon of Lincoln by his neighbours for taking too large a piece of the holy loaf 
and was consequently „accused of pride, of usurping the principal place in the 
community.‟95  
There was also a third communal component of the Mass that was linked to 
the objects and furnishings within the church – this was the bede-roll. The bede-roll 
was a list of benefactors to the church that was read out during the service. The 
bede-roll kept the names of the departed souls languishing in purgatory in the minds 
of the living, an aural reminder that went hand in hand with the physical reminders –
the gifts of benefactors, tombs and memorial brasses – that surrounded them.96 The 
composition of the bede-roll varied in practice and by the fifteenth-century individuals 
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could purchase a place on the list. It was read on special occasions from the pulpit 
and was re-written to allow for flexibility and name changes.97 A Preamble of the 
General Mind – an annual commemoration of benefactors – survives from the parish 
of All Saints, Bristol, and it gives the following exhortation: “[t]hat they shall not be 
forgotten but had in remembrance and be prayed for of all the parish… [and to be] 
an example to you that be now living that you may likewise do”. 98  Despite the 
differing experiences of clergy and parishioners, each had their role to play in 
maintaining the central function of spiritual reciprocity within the faith community. 
In terms of eternal benefit, the Mass would have little value if the doctrine of 
purgatory was not such a powerful driver of spiritual activity. The concept of 
purgatory relied on an intertwining circle of spiritual reciprocity between the living and 
the dead and between the rich and the poor.99 The very real possibility that in doing 
good in this life for benefit of others could also do oneself good for the hereafter was 
very attractive indeed. Clive Burgess remarks: 
 
Purgatory‟s success and the gravity of its consequences were, by comparison, 
the result of a halfway-house mentality which reassured men and women that 
while they may not have been able to make satisfaction for all their poena, to 
ease its completion in the hereafter it was well worth making a start in the here 
and now. Penances, be they prayers, almsgiving, financial bequests to clergy 
and churches, or the commission of pious acts and services – good works, in 
short – became well worthwhile and immensely popular.100 
 
In The Supplication of Souls, Thomas More entreated those still living to “consider 
you our pains, and pity them in your hearts, and help us with your prayers, 
pilgrimages, and other almsdeeds; and of all thing in special procure us the suffrages 
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and blessed oblation of the holy mass, whereof no man living so well can tell the fruit, 
as we that here feel it.”101  
Both the sacrament of the Mass and the doctrine of purgatory were 
communicated primarily through the visual representation of the saints – statues, 
wall paintings, roodscreens, fonts, altar and banner cloths, priests‟ garments – and 
through which intercessory activity was made possible. 102  The practice of 
intercessory prayer and other good works was central to an effective passage out of 
purgatory. 103 As Colin Daniell observes: „The combination of spiritual prayers and 
physical actions was a powerful force…The cost of righteousness during the soul‟s 
brief and transitory time on earth was well worth paying for eternal future bliss.‟104 
Peter Marshall argues that purgatory had little impact on the „visual culture of late 
medieval England‟, other than the Doom painting located above the rood. The doom 
painting depicted Christ enthroned in Heaven surrounded by heavenly beings, and 
below were depicted terrifying scenes of souls being tormented in Hell by devils.105 
This seeming disjuncture between the pervasiveness of purgatory in driving religious 
activity and its lack of visual representation is resolved if one sees the Doom painting 
as only one way in which purgatory was visually represented within the parish 
church.106 Even though altar cloths, vestments or fonts did not precisely depict the 
pangs of purgatory, the presence of images on these objects, such as the two 
curtains at St Peter Mancroft that were decorated with “Crownes of Thorne and 
Jhus”, and at chapels and side altars, and the sight of the Elevated Host brought 
before the congregation the need for intercessory prayer on behalf of the dead.107 
The use of images as a devotional tool raised questions amongst clerics 
regarding the proper use of images, namely the debate over dulia and latria. In 
essence the debate centered on the type of reverence that should be given to an 
image: dulia – in its absolute sense reverence shown to saints and in its relative 
sense the reverence shown to images – and latria – reverence shown to God 
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alone.108 Walker Bynum describes this as a late medieval Christian paradox that God 
and the saints are both immanent in matter and transcendant beyond matter.109 The 
form that such matter took was, in a sense, immaterial. Whether it be relic, image or 
the Eucharist, all „were revered by the medieval faithful in similar ways – 
accompanied by insense and candles... bowed before, and prayed to.‟ 110  Even 
Wycliffe held a moderate position on the use of images. He acknowledged that 
images could be “well used” as a devotional aid, but at the same time they could also 
cause people to deviate from the “true faith”.111 Yet it was a debate that remained 
within theological circles and had little or no bearing on a population who simply 
wanted assistance and whose faith was heightened by such devotional activity.112 
For the theologically challenged believer who knelt before an image „there existed a 
practical identity between [it] and the saint…. An image was an instrument of 
holiness through which the believer reached towards God, and pilgrims expected to 
“see” their saints.‟113 The intercessory power of images is also shown by those who 
had the means to be buried before certain images within the church.114 It was a 
purposeful juxtaposition having the saints depicted on the dado of the roodscreen 
below the Rood and the Doom, as it was through the saints that one pleaded for 
mercy in order to be found worthy before the Last Judgment.115 In short, „[t]estators 
who kept the saints in mind as they made their wills, hoped that their candles, 
burning before the shrine or image, would keep them in the mind of the saint, and 
thereby transmit some benefit to their souls, and help transport them away from 
everlasting darkness towards celestial light.‟116  
The most powerful image was the consecrated Host. Kathleen Kamerick 
comments that by the fifteenth century holy images were powerfully linked to the 
consecrated Host, all of which were believed to possess the ability to „evoke ecstatic 
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responses.‟ Therefore people believed that images innately contained „the same 
supernatural presence that… was embodied in the Host.‟117 William Colyn of South 
Creake, Norfolk, who was suspected of Lollardy, stated that he received a penance 
by his parish priest to recite five Paternosters and five Ave Marias before the pietá in 
the parish church. Such a request demonstrates the belief that prayer before an 
image was more effectual than the prayer alone. Incidentally he decided to recite the 
prayers before the high altar, suggesting that Colyn believed the high altar to be the 
most sacred, and therefore the most efficacious place, in the church. 118  The 
sacraments, especially the Mass, functioned as „[g]atekeepers at the border between 
the visible and the invisible‟. 119  They spoke of „an incarnational faith in which 
consecrated things, words, or acts…activate spiritual grace.‟120 We may never know 
how the Mass was „inwardly experienced‟, but the investment of time and money into 
rebuilding or modification of churches and chapels suggests that it was not received 
with „ignorance or indifference.‟121 
 
 
 
2.2 Staging One‟s Faith: physical attributes of the late medieval parish church  
 
As Colin Richmond observed, the parish church was „an ante-chamber of 
purgatory‟.122 The central doctrines of the Roman Catholic faith – the sacrament of 
the Mass and purgatory – were enhanced and supported by the physical layout of 
the parish church, the objects within its demarcated spaces and the various ways in 
which both priest and people interacted. Katherine French comments that the „parish 
church‟s layout reflects what it meant to be both a Christian and a parishioner, and 
what role the parishioners expected their parish to play in their lives.‟123 Indeed it is 
possible to suggest that an absence of these objects is piety would overturn the 
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practice of Roman Catholicism, such was the strong link between theology and 
practice. The churchwardens‟ accounts certainly reveal that this relationship was 
firmly established within the faith communities of the Diocese of Norwich.  Both the 
church building and church adornment incorporated two key components of parish 
life – „the efforts of living parishioners and the communal commemoration of the 
dead‟ – both of which served the same end.124 A gift towards the parish church was 
considered „a suitable repository of penitential good works‟ and it would work 
towards seeing an individual in good stead for the present and more importantly for 
the hereafter.125 Episcopal statutes stipulated the essential accoutrements for the 
performance of the liturgy. Beyond these requirements, it was the choice of the 
parish as to how the church was adorned. Many went beyond what was necessary in 
their „purchase of paradise‟, not only to speed their own souls through purgatory, but 
also to contribute to the „dignity and beauty of parochial worship‟.126 The officers that 
managed the maintenance of the church were the churchwardens. They were 
responsible for, among other things, the fabric of the church as a whole and sourcing 
the finances to pay for it.127 Yet Andrew Brown points out that this duty was not 
always clear cut, and that both clerics and laity could share a joint concern for the 
upkeep of the church as a whole.128 In fulfilling the position of churchwarden, their 
responsibility and loyalty was to the parish and not to the Church.129 French further 
remarks that when „the laity desired new forms of worship, whether related to church 
seating, new devotions, new cult images, or dramatic performances, it was the 
wardens‟ responsibility to make them happen.‟130  
Very few contemporary accounts have survived that describe the condition of a 
late medieval church. But one of the most significant of these is the well-known 
account left by Roger Martyn (b. c.1527) of Long Melford, Suffolk (see Appendix B.1). 
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Writing around c. 1580s or 1590s, and with about fifty years of experience within 
Long Melford, Martyn reminisces on what his beloved church was like before the 
changes of the Reformation. Being a committed Roman Catholic, his account is no 
doubt biased towards the Roman Catholic faith and the material culture used for its 
services. At one point Martyn mentions the painted boards that were temporarily 
restored during Mary‟s reign. Even though Long Melford was a large church and 
benefitted from wealthy and generous benefactors, its patron being the Benedictine 
abbot of Bury St Edmunds, it nevertheless reveals how many parish churches were 
adorned during the early part of the sixteenth century (see plate 1.9).131 Using this 
description of Long Melford below as a basis from which to work in conjunction with 
examples from the eight other parishes in Norfolk and Suffolk in this study, we can 
explore the possible ways in which the spaces within and around parish churches 
were laid out and furnished and how they were used by faith communities for 
communal religious activities during the seasonal calendar of worship. Martyn recalls 
of the pre-Reformation church at Long Melford: 
 
At the back of the high altar, in the said church, there was a godly mount, 
made of one great tree, and set up to the foot of the window there, carved very 
artificially [skillfully 132 ], with the story of Christ‟s Passion, representing the 
horsemen with their swords, and the footmen, etc. as they used Christ on the 
Mount of Calvary, all being fair gilt, and lively and beautifully set forth. To 
cover and keep clean all the which, there were very fair painted boards, made 
to shut to, which were open up on high and solemn feasts days, which then 
was a very beautiful shew; which pained boards were there set up again in 
Queen Mary‟s time. At the north end of the same altar, there was a goodly gilt 
tabernacle, reaching up to the roof of the chancel, in the which there was one 
fair large gilt image of the Holy Trinity, being patron of the church, besides 
other fair images. The like tabernacle was at the south end. 
There was also in my ile [aisle], called Jesus Ile, at the back of the altar, 
a table with a crucifix on it, with the two thieves hanging, on every side one, … 
There was also two fair gilt tabernacles, from the ground up to the roofe, with a 
fair image of Jesus, in the tabernacle at the north end of the altar, holding a 
round bawle in his hand, signifiying, I think, that he containeth the whole round 
world; and, in the tabernacle at the south end, there was a fair image of our 
Blessed Lady, having the afflicted body of her dear son, as he was taken down, 
off the Cross, lying along in her lap, the tears, as it were, running down pitifully 
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upon her beautiful cheeks, as it seemed, bedewing the said sweet body of her 
son, and therefore named the image of our Lady of Pity. 
There was a fair rood loft, with the rood, Mary and John, of every side, 
and with a fair pair of organs standing thereby; which loft extended all the 
breadth of the church, and on Good Friday a priest, then standing by the rood, 
sang the Passion. The side thereof, towards the body of the church, in twelve 
partitions in boards, was fair painted with the images of the twelve Apostles. 
All the roof of the church was beautified with fair gilt stars. Finally, in 
the vestry, where there were many rich copes and suites of vestments, … In 
the quire, there was a fair painted frame of timber, to be set up about Maunday 
Thursday, with holes for a number of fair tapers to stand in before the 
sepulcher, and to be lighted in service time. Sometimes it was set overthwart 
the quire before the high altar, the sepulcher being always placed, and finely 
garnished, at the north end of the high altar; between that and Mr Cloppton‟s 
little chapel there, … Upon Palm Sunday, the Blessed Sacrament was carried 
in procession about the church-yard, under a fair canopy [and then proceeded 
into the church]… they, with the Blessed Sacrament, and with a little bell and 
singing, approached at the east end of Our Ladie‟s Chapel, at which time a 
boy, with a thing in his hand… all then did kneel down and then, rising up, 
went and met the Sacrament, and so then, went singing together into the 
church, … Upon Palm Sunday, the Blessed Sacrament was carried in 
procession about the church-yeard, under a fair canopy…On Corpus Christi 
day, they went likewise with the Blessed Sacrament…in copes [and] …on St 
Mark‟s day… with handbells ringing before them, as they did about the bounds 
of the town in Rogation Week, … On St James‟s day, Mass being sung by 
note, the organs going in St James‟s chapel, … Ther were also fair stooles, on 
either side, such as are in the church, … On St James‟s even, there was a 
bonfire, and a tub of ale, and bread then given to the poore…133 
 
The first part of the church that Martyn recalls is the chancel, which, including 
the choir, was of considerable length and located at the east end of the church (see 
plate 2.5 and Appendix B.1B).134 This space was predominantly the domain of the 
priest and his attendants, the choir (where there was one) and possibly the lay 
patron.135 The chancel was considered the holiest space within the church. It was 
where the Mass – the miraculous transformation of bread and wine into the body and 
blood of Christ – took place, and it could not be defiled by lay hands. Martyn 
specifically describes the reredos – a screen painting, or in this case, an enclosed 
image within a box and positioned upright behind the high altar – used as a 
devotional aid for the priest during Mass. Martyn also recalls that within the chancel 
were two tabernacles – ornamental canopies over statues in niches – of impressive 
size, even “reaching up to the roof of the chancel”.  Their large size would have 
made them visible to parishioners in the nave and thus formed part of their 
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devotional apparatus.136 The most important objects within the chancel were the high 
altar and the plate used for Mass. By 1529 Long Melford had an extensive collection 
of ten chalices for the high altar, several of which were gifted by previous priests or 
local gentry, such as John Clopton and Sir John Langham. Long Melford also owned 
four pax, two chrismatories, a pix and two ships (incense boats).137  
Like the plate that adorned the high altar at Long Melford, other churches 
within the Diocese of Norwich were similarly adorned. The 1528 inventory for the 
parish of Cratfield, in the county of Suffolk, lists four sets of chalice and paten, 
including a “Chales of Sylver parcel gylte” and one pair that was “Sylver gylte”.138 
The parish of St Peter Mancroft, Norwich also owned several sets of chalice and 
paten. One set was gifted by William Curtes “upon whos fote in graven the crucifixe 
with Mary and John and v tymes Ihc… and in the paten the Trinitie graven… [with] 
Orate pro anima &c.”139 The St Peter Mancroft Treasury includes a chalice and cover 
dating to 1543/4 (see plate 2.6 and Appendix B.9I).140  The high altar was also 
adorned with decorated cloths. These were both a devotional aid, as well as an 
expression of the wealth of the parish or a donor.141 In 1533/4 the Boxford (Suffolk) 
churchwardens‟ accounts note the payments of 4d. for “wyre & hokys for the cloth 
before the hye awter”.142 Helen Combes remarks that the use of the altar cloth in this 
way brought „before the eyes of congregation… potent symbols… in an age where 
literacy was by no means universal.‟143 The early sixteenth-century inventory for St 
Peter Mancroft lists several cloths for the high altar. One was made of “black 
bawdkyn & powdered [with] lions of gold & blew lions & squerelle[s]”.144 Another high 
altar cloth was made of bawdkyn “[with] roses of gold & green leves”.145 In John 
Mirk‟s Incipit liber qui vocatur festiualis (1495) a woodcut shows the priest and his 
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attendants kneeling before the high altar, dressed in elaborate and matching 
vestments (see plate 2.7).146  
Aside from the cloths and sacramental plate that adorned the high altar in the 
chancel of parish churches, other items such as vessels, bells, cloths and candles 
graced the chancel and required maintenance. In 1535/6 the churchwardens of 
Cratfield paid 2s. 4d. to one John Thyrkettel “for the chrismatory claspe making”.147 
The chrismatory held the sacred oils – holy oil, baptismal oil and the sick man‟s oil. 
About two years later the churchwardens paid 2d. for a new holy water sprinkler.148 
This was used during the Sunday procession and other processions to consecrate 
the images, the liturgical items within the chancel and also the clerics.149  In 1530/1 
the churchwardens of Boxford paid 12d. for the “mending of the hande bele & the 
sylvyr sanse [censer?]”.150 It is possible that this hand bell was actually the sacring 
bell that was used during Mass to announce to the lay congregation that the 
elevation of the Host was taking place and to be particularly mindful in prayer.151 
Censers were used during Mass to bless the sacred accoutrements and the clerics 
within the chancel. 152  The Boxford censer contained frankincense that was 
purchased on a regular basis.153 One such censer – the Ramsey Abbey Censer (c. 
1325) - was found in 1850 in Whittlesea Mere (Huntingdonshire) near Ramsey 
Abbey and it is the only surviving medieval silver censer in England (see plate 
2.8).154    It stands as a testament to the near total destruction of Roman Catholic 
plate that would take place during the early Reformation. Like the high altar, the 
chancel was equally adorned with embroidered cloths, banners or curtains. The St 
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Peter Mancroft inventory lists a red cloth “hangyng [over] the heigh auter [over] the 
pyxt daly”, as well as two curtains of “greinne sarsent peynted with florrys off gold & 
Jesus crownyd…& serve to hang in the quere”.155 Lights or candles were also found 
within the chancel and one of the most important was the Paschal light that burned 
during Easter. Prior to the Reformation, the maintenance of the Paschal light was a 
regular feature in many of the churchwardens‟ accounts. In the parish of Boxford, for 
example, in 1531/2 the churchwardens paid 9d. to “welem [William?] coo for a pound 
and half of wax for the paskal”.156 The churchwardens of Tilney All Saints, in the 
county of Norfolk, paid 9d. in 1465/6 for the “payntyng” of their Paschal candle.157 
Nearly a hundred years later, in 1535/6, the churchwardens paid 2s. for their Paschal 
candle and four staves to be painted.158  At least one such Paschal candle has 
survived that dates to the fourteenth century and shows just how elaborate these 
objects could be (see plate 2.9).159  
From the chancel in Long Melford, Suffolk, Martyn then directs his mind‟s eye 
south to his family‟s chantry chapel and the tabernacles and then west to the images 
that were positioned within the nave – the people‟s part of the church.160 Chantry 
chapels were established by the middling sort and above for the primary purpose of 
speeding their soul, as well as the souls of those that were near and dear to them, 
through purgatory.161 They were often located within the nave and provided foci for 
the faith community to aid their devotional activities and intercessory prayers. French 
sees such establishments as another form of division that occurred within the 
nave.162 While this is true, the location of the chapels within the nave, even if from a 
distance, continually brought the founders to the minds of those that gathered in the 
church – it was spiritual reciprocity in action. Kümin observes that the dead relied on 
the prayers of the living, as much as the living relied on the intercession of the saints. 
„Individual support was welcome, but it was corporate remembrance that really 
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mattered.‟ 163  Long Melford housed five chapels (see Appendix B.1): the Martyn 
chapel located at the east end of the south aisle (see plate 2.10); the Clopton chapel 
(see plate 2.11A) and chantry chapel (see plate 2.11B), the former located at the 
east end of the north aisle and the latter located on the north side of the chancel; the 
John Hill chantry (position unknown); and the Our Lady chapel located at the east 
end of the chancel in a separate building (see plate 2.12).164 The 1529 inventory for 
Long Melford lists several items that belonged to each of these chapels, some of 
which were gifts or bequests. The goods belonging to the Our Lady chapel were so 
extensive that it had its own subsection within the inventory.165 One Mawt Barker 
gifted a chalice to the “Jesus Altar”.166 John Hill‟s wife gifted a “vestment of red 
velvet…with the name of Jesus in many places, written in gold, of the same, 
belonging to John Hill‟s altar.”167 The only other reference to the Clopton chantry in 
the inventory is to that of “corporasses in the custody of the chantry priest[s]”.168  
Chapels like these were also to be found in other parish churches. In 1532/3 
the Boxford churchwardens‟ accounts record a part payment of 7d. “for mendyng the 
loke of saynt Jonys chapel dore”. In the following year the churchwardens spent a 
part payment of 2s. 4d. for “amending of the selyng in Seynt Johns Chapell”.169 John 
Bawde of Woolpett [Woolpit], Suffolk commissioned the making of the “tabernacle of 
Seynt Jamys… [in] the north yle” during his lifetime. In his will dated 1501 he ordered 
that “trones of the auter ther by, be well and suffyci[en]tly peyntyd and a cloth bought 
to saue the sayd tabernacle fr[om] soyle; also the stooll weche I ded make, coloord 
and garnyscheyd [with] scalepps and othyr sygnys of Seynt Jamys.”170  
Apart from chapels, there were also numerous other images within the nave 
of Long Melford. Based on the number of altar cloths in the 1529 inventory for Long 
Melford (excluding those within the chancel and the chapels), there were at least 
seventeen statues housed within the church.171 Given the size of Long Melford this 
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number may not be representative of smaller parish churches in general. 
Nevertheless it does give a good indication of the range of statues that existed in 
Long Melford. Regardless of the number, either many or few, statues provided an 
important foci for intercessory prayer. One image that Martyn recalls is the Easter 
Sepulchre that was positioned between the chancel and the Clopton chantry chapel, 
most likely resting on the horizontal tombstone of John Clopton who was responsible 
for much of the rebuilding of Long Melford. The Easter Sepulchre contained the Host 
during Easter and was located on the north side of the chancel, as was John 
Clopton‟s tomb. The Easter Sepulchre could be made of stone, but, more frequently, 
it was a „temporary wooden structure‟ that „stood on the horizontal slab of a canopied 
tomb.‟172  
Statues too were often painted and were also the recipients of bequests of 
cloth and jewels, adding to the realism of their appearance. In 1493 the 
churchwardens of Cratfield record a payment of £2 13s. 4d. to “Thomas bollre for 
peyngtyng of [the] image of owr lady” and in the same year they paid Bollre 8s. “for 
[the] peygtyng of [the] tabernacull of Seynt Edmund”.173 In Walberswick, Suffolk the 
churchwardens paid a total of 11s. 18d. in 1466 “ffor payntynge of the ymage of oure 
lady”, for a base for the same image and finally “ffor the taburnakiylle peyntynge of 
our ladye”.174 An example of how such images may have looked is a statue of the 
Virgin and Child, dating to the late fifteenth-century. It is made from alabaster and 
has traces of gilding and paint (see plate 2.13).175 The presence of side altars and 
chantry chapels within the church also added additional objects for the priest to bless 
during the liturgical procession through the church.176 In so doing, he was obligated 
to acknowledge the laity in his clerical role and therefore bless them in their service 
to God and to the faith community of the parish.177 
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Roger Martyn keeps his focus within the nave and directs his mind‟s eye 
eastward towards the chancel of Long Melford, where he recalls the roodloft, rood 
and roodscreen, and the service that took place on Good Friday. It would be fair to 
say that all medieval churches in England had these three structures – roodloft, rood 
and roodscreen. In effect they were three parts of the same structure as the rood or 
Great Rood rested on the cross-beam of the roodloft at the centre of the roodscreen. 
The rood – depicting the crucified Christ and flanked by the Virgin Mary and St John 
the Evangelist - was arguably one of the most dominant images within the parish 
church. Its position in the centre of the roodscreen would have captured the attention 
of lay parishioners during Mass and have provided a static visual of the literal 
sacrifice taking place on the high altar.178 It was the rood that was veiled on Good 
Friday, like the Easter Sepulchre, and ceremoniously unveiled on Easter Sunday 
symbolizing the resurrection of Christ.179 In the Chapel of St Anne of Romsey Abbey 
(Huntingdonshire) is possibly the oldest low relief carving of the Crucifixion. Christ is 
flanked by St John and the Virgin, as well as two Roman soldiers. Although not a 
rood proper, it does give an indication as to what roods in general may have looked 
like.180 In 1498/9 the churchwardens of Cratfield paid one “Roberd Markant” 12d. “for 
the veyle and nayls, mete and dr[ink] and [his] labor”.181 Holland notes that this veil 
was that which hung before the Rood on Good Friday. 182  The rood was also 
dominant within the late medieval didactic literature. John Mirk wrote in his Festial 
(1508), a collection of homilies, that: “Herfor ben roodes sett on hey in chirch, and so 
by sight therof have mynd of Christis passion. And therfor roodes and othyr ymages 
ben necessary in holy chirch… and I say boldyly th[at] their ben mony thousand of 
pepul that couth not ymagen in her hert how Christ was don on the rood, but as thai 
lerne hit be sight of ymages and payntours.”183  
Above the rood was the Doom painting located on the west side of the 
chancel arch. The combined imagery of the rood and the Day of Judgment in the 
Doom painting was „theologically [and visually] very compelling‟, a stark reminder to 
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onlookers of their potential fate and the need for intercessory prayer. 184   The 
roodscreen divided the chancel from the nave – physically, liturgically and 
symbolically – and thus acted as a barrier between the clergy and the laity and 
„signified the division between Heaven and Earth‟. 185  Roodscreens were richly 
decorated with the images of saints and provided yet another visual mnemonic to 
which the faithful could seek intercession. Duffy argues that roodscreens „were 
overwhelmingly the most important single focus of imagery in the people‟s part of the 
Church.‟186 I would also suggest that the three components – rood, roodscreen and 
doom painting – functioned as a single unit that visually presented the central 
doctrines of purgatory and the sacrament of the Mass. As the congregation was, in 
theory at least, kneeling during the service, it would be difficult to see above the solid 
section of the roodscreen, or the dado into the chancel. The only time when the 
congregants could see what was happening in the chancel was during the elevation 
when the Host was raised above the head of the serving priest, and the congregation 
was brought to attention by the ringing of the sacring bell. For those who could not 
see the Host, the sound of the sacring bell signified the elevation. To compensate for 
this, many screens were constructed with squints in the panels so that parishioners, 
at least the most important parishioners who were located at the east end of the 
nave, could look through to see the ritual actions of the priest and his attendants.187 
In large churches like Long Melford or St Peter Mancroft this would have been rather 
difficult and it is possible that parishioners located at the back of the nave may not 
have seen anything at all but simply heard the sacring bell. Not only was the view of 
the Mass hierarchical and dictated by the clerics over laypeople, but the rich had a 
better vantage over the poor, as did men over women. In many late medieval 
churches men and women were segregated during services: women on the north 
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side (associated with „things dark, damp, and demonic‟) and men on the south 
side.188  
Roodscreens not only divided the clergy from the laity, but their rich imagery 
was located on the west side facing the nave for the primary use of the laity who 
gathered before it. Martyn recalls that the roodscreen at Long Melford was painted 
with the twelve apostles on the side that faced the nave. This was a common theme, 
but by no means the only one. The four Latin doctors (Augustine, Ambrose, Jerome 
and Gregory) were also a popular subject for roodscreens. 189  Interestingly the 
churchwardens‟ accounts generally do not mention the payment of repairs to the 
roodscreen, rood or roodloft, suggesting that they were quite sturdy and needed little 
maintenance. Yet Duffy‟s analysis of 280 East Anglian parishes shows that it 
certainly occurred occasionally.190 Evidence comes from indirect references to other 
parts of the three-fold structure. For example in 1540 the churchwardens of Tilney All 
Saints paid one Sir Edward 1d. “for waxe kandylles to set upe on Crysmes daye upe 
one ye Rowde loft”.191 Boxford also had its Rood, and by default its roodscreen and 
roodloft, as the rood rested on the roodbeam that supported the roodloft. In 1529/30 
the churchwardens paid 4d. “for a wynde of corde for the Cloth before the roode”.192 
The most compelling evidence, however, comes from surviving roodscreens, of 
which East Anglia has several, and they were equally a popular recipient for 
bequests, of both individuals, groups and the parish as a whole.193 The parish of 
Redenhall, Norfolk is still in possession of its pre-Reformation roodscreen. The top 
part of the screen was added in 1920 and it is possible that this was when the 
medieval panels were “restored” to its pre-Reformation condition (see plate 2.14).194  
The roodscreen was not only a focal point for devotion, but it also supported 
the roodloft that typically housed the organ, and Martyn reminisced that Long Melford 
had a “fair pair”. Even though organs were supplementary to a sung service, they 
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were clearly a welcome addition. 195  In 1496/7 the churchwardens of Cratfield 
purchased its organ for 2s. 8d.196 Two years later the churchwardens hired a man for 
four days to gild the organ.197 The parish of Boxford was in possession of its new 
organ by 1529/30, for the churchwardens paid 21s. 4d. “For Caryyng of the organs 
Fro[m] lynne”.198 In 1485/6 Tilney All Saints received a joint gift of 12d. towards the 
organ from Richard Halle and William Cowper.199 So not only did organs enhance 
the performance and aural reception of the Mass, but they could also be quite 
beautiful. Martyn then directs his mind‟s eye upwards to the chancel roof that was 
“beautified with fair gilt stars”. The roof of St Mary‟s in Bury St Edmunds was 
similarly decorated with stars of lead and within the center of each was a convex 
mirror which would have reflected the light from candles bouncing off gilded 
images.200 In his generic virtual tour through a parish church John Betjaman states 
that the chancel roofs were painted with red, green, white, gold and blue, so it is 
possible that at least the chancel roofs, if not the church as a whole, in other parish 
churches were similarly embellished.201 The parish of Metfield, Suffolk has retained 
portions of its painted chancel roof, decorated with red, green and white bosses (see 
plate 2.15 and Appendix B.3I). The Metfield chancel roof was restored in 1990.202 
Having completed his recollection of the chancel and the east end of the nave 
and aisles, Martyn then directs his focus westward to the nave proper and recalls 
that there were “fair stooles” within the church. Seating within the nave was not a 
common feature during the late medieval period, being incidental to the rituals that 
took place. Some churches made provision for the infirm with the construction of 
stone seats around pillars or against walls, or seating may have been provided for 
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the „wealthiest parishioners‟ near (and sometimes in) the chancel. 203  French 
observes that prior to the fifteenth century „most laity attending the liturgy stood or 
brought their own stools.‟204 According to Mirk‟s fourteenth-century text Instructions 
for Parish Priests, priests were expected to instruct the laity not to “stand in the 
church at all/ Nor lean on a pillar, nor against the wall” but to kneel instead.205 The 
provision of wooden seating was only being slowly introduced during the late 
medieval period.206 Two stall or bench ends have survived from King‟s Lyn, Norfolk 
and date to c. 1419 (see plates 2.16A and 2.16B), although we do not know if these 
were placed in the nave or a chapel.207 Roger Whiting suggests that congregational 
seating at this time was „increasingly‟ for use during sermons and at the bidding of 
the bedes, namely the reading of the bede-roll.208 Several churchwardens‟ accounts 
mention the purchase or maintenance of stools or benches during the early sixteenth 
century. In 1497/8 the churchwardens of Cratfield paid one John Schreed 4d. “for 
[the] labor of [the] fyling and dressing of the syttyng of stolys by deseye”. 209 In 
1529/30 the churchwardens of Boxford paid a tiller 9d. “to mend the pamentys 
[pavements] and to pynne the stolls (stools)” inside the church, suggesting the 
presence of stools prior to 1529/30.210  
The preaching of sermons and the reading of the Gospel during Mass were 
delivered from a pulpit or a lectern, yet Martyn does not mention either of these 
items.211 But given the dominance of the Mass over the sermon in Roman Catholic 
religious practice and that Martyn was a committed Catholic writing during the later 
part of the sixteenth century, it is possible that he thought the pulpit or lectern, if 
these existed at Long Melford during the early sixteenth century, were not worth a 
mention. Yet we do know that pre-Reformation pulpits and lecterns have survived 
elsewhere and churchwardens‟ accounts record payments for their maintenance. 
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The pulpit in the parish church of Burnham Norton, Norfolk dates to c. 1475 and had 
panels depicting the four Latin doctors of the Church, as well as the kneeling figures 
of its donors John Goldale and Catherine his wife, who call on the faithful living to 
pray for their souls. 212  In 1544/5 the parish of North Elmham, Norfolk the 
churchwardens record a payment of 8d. given to one William Yarrham [?] “for 
mendying of the pulpytt for [our part]”.213 In 1536/7 the Boxford churchwardens paid 
20d. for the “mendyng of the foot of the facon in the Chasell”. 214  Eagles were 
common subjects for lecterns, being the symbol of St John the Evangelist whose 
writings emphasized Christ‟s discourses, as the priest stood to read the Gospels.215 
Lecterns were commonly positioned within the chancel or they were attached to the 
nave side of the roodscreen, making the priest reach through the screen in order to 
turn the pages.216 Redenhall is still in possession of its two c.1500 lecterns: one 
brass and one wooden (see plates 2.17, 2.18 and Appendix B.2H and I).217 That 
these lecterns were not fixed to the roodscreen enabled them to be moved easily 
around the church. 
The pulpit and lectern were not the only significant objects within the nave that 
Martyn failed to mention. He also failed to mention the font. The font was positioned 
at the far west end of the church and often within the centre of any aisles. It was the 
first object that parishioners would see as they entered the church and was a 
constant reminder that they belonged, through baptism, to the Church. Unlike the 
pulpit and lectern, the absence of the font from his account cannot be as easily 
accounted for. Baptism, and therefore the font, played an important part in the 
Roman Catholic liturgy and continued to do so, albeit in a modified form, after the 
Reformation. Nevertheless some churchwardens‟ accounts record payments for their 
maintenance (although it was not common) and several pre-Reformation fonts have 
survived.218 The churchwardens of Tilney All Saints, Norfolk, spent a total of 15d. to 
mend its font in 1487/8, which required a new bolt and staples, probably for the 
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cover which also needed mending.219 In 1518/19 the churchwardens record another 
payment of 2s. 8d. to mend the font.220 At the west end of the north aisle is a disused 
font in Perpendicular style and this may be the font referred to in both 1487/8 and 
1518/19 (plate 2.19 and Appendix B.6E).221  
The final space that Martyn recalls is the vestry room where “many rich copes 
and suites of vestments” were stored. Holland notes that the word vestment is often 
used to refer to the chasuble – the main garment used for the Mass and included 
three complete outfits for priest, deacon and subdeacon. Only the priest wore a 
chasuble, the deacon and subdeacon a dalmatic and tunicle respectively. A parish 
church was also required to supply a cope, three surplices and a rochet.222 There 
seems to be some disagreement over whether particular coloured vestments were 
worn at certain times of the liturgical year. Alan B. Barton, drawing on evidence from 
the fabric rolls of York Minster, remarks that certain colours did not equate to the 
liturgical calendar. He notes that priests serving at several side altars used a variety 
of coloured vestments on the same occasions. The practice of equating coloured 
vestments with the liturgical calendar is a recent practice. The only exception to this 
is that darker colours – black or blue – were used for funerals and unbleached linen 
for Lent.223 On the other hand, Judith Middleton-Stewart comments that liturgical 
colours were likely defined by Pope Innocent III (1198-1216), and was presumably 
practiced in late medieval England. She cites several inventories from the Deanery 
of Dunwich, although there is little indication as to what coloured vestments were 
worn at what occasion.224 The Saum Misal, which was in use in the Diocese of 
Norwich, specified the use of red vestments at all times except Easter, the feast of 
the Holy Cross and of martyrs. On the feast days of confessors, priests were 
instructed to wear yellow vestments.225 But, again, it is difficult to prove how strictly 
this was followed. Vestments could be elaborately adorned – both a statement of the 
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wealth of the donor or the parish, and a focus of devotion for both lay parishioners 
and clerics. The maintenance of vestments was a regular feature of the 
churchwardens‟ accounts, suggesting frequent use and an important part of the 
liturgical paraphernalia. In 1490/1 the churchwardens of Cratfield paid 9s.4d. for the 
mending of the vestments.226 In 1530/1 the Boxford churchwardens paid 2d. for 
mending a surplice and 2s. 20d. for “satyn” and “to the festment macur for hys 
wyrke”.227 Four years later, in 1534/5, the churchwardens paid a part payment of 3s. 
“for waschyng of the aulbys & auterclothys”.228 Before any new item, no matter how 
seemingly insignificant, could be used in the service of the church it had to be 
hallowed by the bishop – a ceremony that made the object sacred, and from then on 
set aside for holy use. In Tilney All Saints the churchwardens paid 2s. “for halowying 
of ye Pyx and for (halowyng) of ye forsaid Cope & gyrdyls”. 229  In 1452 the 
churchwardens of Walberswick paid 20d. for the hallowing of a pyx, altar cloths, an 
alb and armice and possibly a housling towel.230 St Peter Mancroft‟s inventory lists 
several suits of vestments that could be used for different services. One such suit for 
use at the high altar was made of “reed & grene bawdkyn [with] lions & unycorns in 
gold & the orpheras blew sarsnet [with] Ihc crowned of gold upon the bake.”231 
Priests serving at side altars could also be provided with their own suits of vestments. 
The altar of Our Lady in St Peter Mancroft possessed a vestment of white satin with 
an orpheras of red satin, and “an M crowned of gold in the myddl[le] of the bake”.232 
Few medieval vestments have survived, but those that have show how intricate 
these garments could be. A chasuble dating to c. 1400-1430 and of English and 
Italian origin, depicts the crucifixion with angels catching the blood in chalices, and 
attended by the Virgin, John the Evangelist and two other saints (see plate 2.20).233 
A cope, also of English and Italian origin, has survived and dates to 1330-1350. It 
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depicts numerous saints, as well as clergy and monarchs in their respective regalia 
(see plate 2.21).234  
From the interior of his parish church Martyn then shifts his focus to the 
churchyard and describes several processions that took place within and outside the 
church discussing how they were celebrated: the Sunday processions before Mass 
on Palm Sunday, the Corpus Christi procession, Rogationtide and the celebration of 
saints‟ days.235 Such occasions show that the sacred space of the church was not 
limited to the interior of the building, but also extended into the landscape beyond. 
Martyn recalls that these processional occasions were celebrated with hand bells, a 
canopy over the Host, singing and feasting. Two of the chief objects used in such 
events were processional banners and crosses, and one such cross has survived 
dating to c. 1520 (see plate 2.22).236 According to the 1529 inventory, Long Melford 
possessed several processional banners or cross cloths, four of which were made of 
silk.237 St Peter Mancroft also possessed several processional banners by the early 
sixteenth century, some of which were elaborate. Two of these banners were 
“paynted [with] dropis of rede And the passion of crist[s] armes & grenne 
wrethis…thei vse for passion sunday”.238 The churchwardens‟ accounts for Tilney All 
Saints record numerous payments for various processions and festivals. In 1474/5 
the churchwardens paid 4d. for the carrying of  flags or banners in multiple 
processions.239 In 1491/2 the churchwardens again paid 4d. for expenses relating to 
Rogationtide, or “Crosse weke”, and the festival of St Laurence.240 In 1539/40 the 
churchwardens paid 12d. “for bred & drynke of Cros (Monday?)”.241 The following 
year this payment increased to 16d. and the accounts specified that the feasting took 
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place “at ye Crose one Crose Mownday”.242 Interestingly, after 1540 there is no 
further record of a payment for bread and drink related to this festival. In 1502/3 the 
churchwardens paid 4d. for the making of a spear or dart to carry before the 
procession of St Laurence.243 It appears that 4d. was the going rate in Tilney All 
Saints to the person who carried the banners for the festival of St Laurence and the 
“Crosse days” as this was also paid in 1507/8 and 1508/9.244 The only other festival 
that had feasting attached to it, prior to Edward VI, was for the festival of All Saints in 
1547/8, which was the first time it was recorded.245 The 1528 inventory of Cratfield 
lists “a baner cloth of the marterdom of Sent Styven”, indicating that at some point, if 
not concurrent with the inventory, Cratfield held a festival in honour of St Steven.246 
Through the ebbs and flows of the seasonal and liturgical year, the faith community 
in the parish of Long Melford and elsewhere would gather within and around their 
parish church and its ornaments of piety to celebrate the solemn festive occasions 
that bound together the living and the dead. 
 
 
2.3 Corporate and Individual Expressions of Faith: fundraising and wills 
 
The parish church – with its high altar and chalice, chapels and statues and 
rituals and processions – was the place where faith communities of late medieval 
England gathered to participate, year in and year out, in the religious activities of the 
Roman Catholic faith. The presence, location and use of these objects was integral 
to the practice of Roman Catholicism in urban and rural parishes across the country. 
It was therefore a space that was actively used to express one‟s faith and in turn it 
shaped the experience of that faith – a faith that was founded on the practice of 
spiritual reciprocity between the living and the dead and expressed through the 
sacrament of the Mass, intercessory prayer and good works. The multifarious 
objects that were housed within the parish church were not only the means through 
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which devotional activity was practiced or stimulated, but they often the beneficiaries 
of that activity as communities of faith. Both the faith community of the parish and the 
complementary sub-communities – guilds and families – that existed within the 
parish contributed in gifts and bequests to the maintenance and beautification of 
their church.247 These were intentional acts of piety manifested in tangible form for 
the purpose of reducing time in purgatory and for the glory of God. This section of 
this chapter will look at two quite different occasions – corporate fundraising and 
wills – both of which pulled communities together and both of which resulted in the 
giving of gifts and bequests to the parish church.  
          Corporate giving was a regular practice in parishes that served as an effective 
means of raising funds for the parish church.248 It was founded on the central belief 
that in giving, individuals in turn received much; perhaps in this life, but more 
importantly in the life to come. Duffy comments that the experience of religion in late 
medieval England was overwhelmingly a „Christianity resolutely and enthusiastically 
orientated towards the public and the corporate, and of a continuing sense of the 
value of cooperation and mutuality in seeking salvation.‟249 As such, fundraising was 
seen to have eternal value in that it „bound‟ parishioners „together, expressing active 
involvement as both a religious and a social experience.‟250 Corporate fundraising 
events could take multiple forms such as church ales (money raised from the sale of 
ale), annual collections, such as those gathered for the upkeep of the Paschal 
Candle, Plough Monday, Hocktide or the Rogation procession. Such events could 
also be organised by sub-communities such as guilds of men/women. The guild of 
the Trinity, St Mary and All Saints of Roughton, Norfolk had been founded for this 
very purpose: “Because our holy mother church of Roughton was poorly furnished 
and unmeetly ordered in respect of ecclesiastical ornaments… we, and likewise 
others… have all with one assent and consent ordained a certain guild.”251 The 
maintenance of the parish church was of such importance that if it was neglected or 
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attacked, some parishioners were prepared to go to court to resolve the matter. On 3 
February 1522 several parishioners from Ridlington, Norfolk brought their rector 
Edmund Thompson to the consistory court on a charge of burning down the chancel 
which resulted in the chancel being “ruinous and fallen down almost to the ground by 
the fault of the rector”, as well as being neglectful of his pastoral care and for 
converting the “goods of the church… to evil uses”. There is no indication as to what 
the evil uses were, nor whether any punishment was meted out, but the rector 
resigned from his post the same year.252  
Evidence for corporate fundraising to assist with the upkeep of the church can 
be found in the churchwardens‟ accounts of several churches – Boxford, Cratfield, 
Tilney All Saints and North Elmham. The entries cover a range of activities such as 
ales, annual collections and gifts from guilds. In the opening accounts for Boxford the 
churchwardens record that there were no less than five church ales held in 1529/30, 
which brought in a total of £3. 6s. 6d. It appears that on occasion church ales were 
organized by groups of individuals within the parish, as was the case in the following 
year when “thomas heth, wather [Walter?] gosnoll & Thomas sugge” passed over to 
the churchwardens 7s. 4d. from their church ale. 253  Such occasions were also 
opportunities for communal drinking and no doubt this helped in the easing of coins 
from pockets and purses. In 1529/30 the parish church raised 3s. 8d. from a Plough 
Monday festival and an impressive 40s. 8d. from a hocktide festival, making it the 
single highest earner for the parish in this year.254 Plough Monday was a festival held 
on 6 January to commemorate the beginning of farming or ploughing after winter and 
an opportunity for corporate fundraising to maintain the plough-light in the church. 
The young men of the parish would tie themselves to a plough and drag it around the 
parish in order to collect money. Those that did not contribute would have the ground 
before their door ploughed up, demonstrating their lack of contribution to the faith 
community.255 Hocktide was celebrated on the Monday and Tuesday after Easter 
and involved women and then men on successive days raising money by tying up 
the other sex and only releasing them when they paid for their release.256  In 1533/4 
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the Boxford accounts record the receipt of six bushels of “whete towardis the 
keeping of the hockpott” and twenty bushels of malt “for the same purpose”. 257 
These grains were key ingredients in the making of ale that was produced locally. As 
a result this hocktide at Boxford raised an impressive 48s. for the parish.258 In 1498/9 
the churchwardens of Cratfield paid 3d. for spice and candle[s?] for that year‟s 
celebration of Plough Monday.259 An inscription found on the tower gallery at South 
Tawton, Devon aptly sums up the vital role that such fundraising activities played: 
“God speed the plough/ And send us corn enow/ Be merry and glad/ With good ale 
was this work made.”260 
The Boxford churchwardens‟ accounts also record another collection that 
directly linked to the most important period on the church calendar, namely Easter. 
This was the only time in which the lay parishioners partook of the body of Christ – 
symbolically binding themselves to him and to each other. In 1529/30 the accounts 
note a payment of 3s. 5d. “of the Mess sylver at ester”. 261  Between the years 
1530/1 – 1535/6 the same phrase is used, but in 1537/8 the record is a little more 
detailed – “for wexe for the Pascall with strykyng” – and in 1538/9 the 
churchwardens record a payment of 4s. “of Wex Sylver for the paskall at Estyr”.262 
So it seems that the parish held annual collections of possibly silver coins to pay for 
the Paschal light, which, as we have seen, could also be painted.  
Several Boxford guilds also contributed to the maintenance of the parish church. 
In 1531/2 the Trinity guild contributed a considerable £3 6s. towards the purchase of 
two censers and a ship (incense boat), of which the total cost was £3 16s. 4d.263 Yet 
not all collections were directly tied to a religious festival, as at least on one occasion 
in 1537/8 the parish received several gifts “towards the [reparation] of the pynnacle 
of the stepill”, including contributions from several guilds: “the Brothers of the Guylde 
of Seynt Petyr”, £4; “the Brothers of the guylde of the Trynyte”, 54s. 4d.; the 
“Fraternyte of our lady” 40s.264 In 1530/1 one of the churchwardens of Cratfield, John 
Stobard, received “owt of [the] gyled purse” 15s. for the “com[m]en lyght”.265  In 
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1533/4 the Brothers guild at Cratfield gave 2s. 6d. towards the “makyng of the 
com[mon] light”.266 
Tilney All Saints also organized parish collections towards certain lights within 
the church. In the accounts for 1450/1, there is recorded a receipt of payment of 7s. 
9d. towards the wax for the Paschal light. In the same year the churchwardens also 
received a payment of 3s. 4d. for the light of the Blessed Virgin.267 In 1452/3 the 
collections appears to have gone towards the candlestick as well as the wax, or it 
was, as in Boxford, a collection of silver for the Paschal light.268 It appears that Tilney 
All Saints celebrated Plough Monday from at least 1443/4, based on the phrase 
“receperunt cum aratro” [they received with the plough]. 269  In 1452/3 under the 
receipts the phrase is slightly altered: “Item cum aratro circumeundo” [with the land 
around/going around].270 In 1454/5 it reads: “Item cum aratro circumeundo villam” 
[with the land around/going around the house].271  
Rogationtide or perambulation – the beating of the bounds - was another 
popular festival celebrated by parishes in England. The entire parish would walk in 
procession around the boundaries of the parish, to confirm those boundaries and 
also to pray for a fertile harvest. This was the only procession that survived the 
Reformation. 272  A possible reference to Rogationtide in the Tilney All Saints 
accounts first appears in 1457/8 – “circumeundo ecclesiam” [around the church] – as 
it was yet another avenue of fundraising for the parish (see Appendix B.6 for 
floorplan). This year the parish raised a part payment of 3s. 10d., the event being 
shared with a collection taken for the light of the Blessed Virgin.273 The phrase is not 
mentioned again until 1477, possibly because it was not a large guarantor of 
revenue.274 The year 1477/8 also saw the introduction of a new festival or perhaps a 
new opportunity to raise funds for the parish. This appears to be a festival of St 
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James during which the parish raised 6s. 3d.275 The churchwardens‟ accounts for 
Tilney All Saints make little mention of gifts received from guilds. There is only one 
reference to a guild, namely the guild of the Blessed Virgin [“Beate Marie”] that gave 
5s. to the parish in 1487/8.276 At some point before 1538/9 the Corpus Christi guild of 
North Elmham had gifted a cow to the parish. By 1539/40 the cow had become “old” 
and was sold for 7s.277 
The act of spiritual reciprocity was not only expressed by the faith communities 
of the parish in corporate fundraising, but also by individuals within the parish. We 
have already seen how the establishment of family chapels was of mutual benefit to 
both the founder and the parish. This is further demonstrated through the requests 
for Masses, and bequests of money and objects to the parish church in late medieval 
wills. Even though such acts may represent only a fraction of an individual‟s 
collective good works, it nevertheless provided another opportunity for such 
activity.278 Death was a constant part of late medieval society. Low life expectancy 
inevitably resulted in funeral services piercing the cycle of life. The death of an 
individual was announced by the tolling of the church bells, and for the wealthy by 
the bell man who walked through the parish tolling his hand bell. The day before the 
funeral the corpse was taken in procession from the home to the church, and then 
the following day the corpse was again taken in procession from the church to the 
burial site.279 Surviving wills testify to the level of detail that some individuals went to 
in order to ensure that their funeral and their bequests were such that their 
community would not forget them during their time in purgatory. It is true that those 
who made such requests were financially able to do so, but in making such requests 
and giving bequests such individuals also recognized the intercessory role of the 
less financially able – both lay and clerical – in the intimate circle of life, death and 
the eternal value of spiritual reciprocity within the Roman Catholic faith.  
John Barrett of St Mary‟s, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, in his will dated 1463, 
requested several Masses, specified the location for their recitation, which included 
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polyphonic signing (singing in harmony) from pricksong, and provided the garments 
for the serving priest for these occasions. Even though the canon stipulated that one 
Mass said collectively for several people was of equal value to a Mass said for each 
individual, in practice a Mass was believed to have a „unit of merit‟ and thus  those 
who requested more than one Mass believed „the merit gained would be proportional 
to the number said.‟280 Barrett requested that: 
 
on the day of my interment be songge a messe of pricked song at Seynt Marie 
auter in wurshippe of oure lady at vij. of the clokke be the morve of sone aftir, 
[that the] messe of requiem may begynne forthwith what [that] is doo, to spene 
the gyme for [the] sarmon, and [that] my kynrede and executours offer at [the] 
said messe of oure lady; the wiche messe of oure lady I wille the Seynt Marie 
preest kepe in a which vestment which is redy made ageyn [that] tyme, bought 
and payd fore, with a remembrance of my armys and my reson therto, Grace me 
gouerne, and I wele haue another vestment made of white busteyn and my clot 
of gold…I wille Seynt Marie preest sey or do sey a messe of our lady at Seynt 
Marie auter in [the] seyd vestment, and [after] the gospel to stoned at [the] awter 
is ende and reherese John Barettys name opynly, seying De profundis for me, 
for my father and my [mother], and for alle crysten sowlys…281 
 
Barrett also gave specific instructions regarding what should happen to the St Mary 
altar should an aisle be added to the south side of the church. He ordered that the St 
Mary altar be relocated near the Mary Magdalene altar “and that ymage to be set just 
ageyn the peleer [parclose?] there I was wont to sitte, his (sic) visage towards the 
Savyour.”282 Barrett had established a chantry chapel at the east end of the south 
aisle, and provided seating for those that gathered to pray for his soul and the souls 
of those dear to him.283 Thus the altar, the services of the St Mary priest and the 
images on the garments that the priest wore were available as devotional stimuli to 
all who viewed the ritual and who, in turn, prayed for Barrett, his father and mother 
and “for alle crysten sowlys”. Barrett‟s spiritual endeavours were collective, familial 
and communal. 
Margaret Odeham of the church of St James in Bury St Edmund‟s, Suffolk  
made provisions in her will dated 1492 for the establishment of a chantry priest to 
“[per]petually…pray and synge” for herself, her husband, various family members 
“and for all crysteñ sowlys”. The chantry priest was required to say “messe at the 
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aughter of Seynt Laurence in the chyrche of Seynt Jamys”.284 There is no indication 
that a chapel was also established within the parish church, but it is possible that 
Margaret, or one of her ancestors, also established the altar of St Laurence and 
perhaps this is why her chantry priest was to serve at this particular altar. Margaret 
Aston observes that despite the central location of altars and chapels, the primary 
benefit was still personal and familial.285  Although such establishments were for the 
primary benefit of their founders, its reciprocal nature should not be underestimated 
since it was believed that the soul of the departed relied on the prayers of the living. 
Such prayers were prompted by the physical presence of the altar or chapel.  
Not only did the establishment of chantries rely on the prayers of the living, 
but the chantry priests were also expected to assist in the services of the church, 
such as assisting the priest with Mass and singing the liturgy, at no extra cost to the 
parish.286 The stipend priest for the Lady Chapel at Long Melford was also the local 
schoolmaster. 287  It is worth noting that priests who worked for guilds or 
confraternities could also provide similar support to the parish priest.288 Furthermore, 
some chantry chapels, like the tomb of John Clopton located in the Clopton Chantry 
at Long Melford, were also incorporated as part of the Easter Sepulchre and were 
thus incorporated into the Easter festivities (see plate 2.23 and Appendix B.1J).289 
This dual function also demonstrates that such structures were not for the sole 
purpose of the person who commissioned the tomb, but also for the benefit of the 
whole congregation.290  
        As we saw with the will of John Barrett, it was not only the request for Masses 
that added to the spiritual life of the faith community, but also the gifts of vestments 
to the serving priest. The giving of bequests to the parish church reveals that 
individuals not only had a strong attachment to their church but also that they 
believed in the efficacious benefit of leaving behind perpetual reminders for their 
living neighbours. Swanson is somewhat skeptical about the value of wills to 
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determine the level of spirituality of an individual and believes that „despite their 
detail they are only statements of aspirations, produced in the hope that they would 
be implemented.‟291 Even if this were the case, the intention should be taken as an 
indicator of the religious sentiment of the testator irrespective of the outcome, as it 
was an expression of their faith or their consent to the contents scrived for them, and 
the value they placed in the performance of spiritual reciprocity. Bequests to the 
parish church functioned as mnemonics for the soul of the departed, for the efficacy 
of priestly and saintly intercession, as well as the family and congregation. This 
practice also expressed a desire to beautify the church for the benefit of the faith 
community – comprising the living and the dead.  
One individual, William Drake the rector of Sudbourne, Orford and Palgrave, 
all in Suffolk, gave considerable bequests in his will dated 1495 to several churches, 
including those outside of his care. For Drake, and perhaps others like him, his faith 
community extended beyond the parish where he lived to other parishes, especially 
in Cambridge, with which he had a connection. To the parish church of Sudborne, 
Drake bequeathed 20s. “towards the repair of the nave of the church”.292 This is 
significant because the nave was the responsibility of the lay parishioners. In this gift 
Drake acknowledged the importance of this part of the church to the parish, not only 
in its physical upkeep, but also its importance to the devotional and worship 
experience of the faith community. Drake also gave 20s. respectively to the parish 
churches of Palgrave and Orford for repairs but he did not specify which part of the 
church was to benefit.293 It is possible that Drake trusted that his parishioners knew 
what needed fixing and so did not think it necessary to provide direction. Similarly, 
Drake also gave 20s. to three other parish churches – Clement (Cambridge), 
Wisebeech (Cambridge) and East Deeping (presumably Peterborough) -  where he 
stated that it be “to the best advantage of the said church”.294  
Not only did Drake bequeath money to different churches, but he also 
bequeathed several sums of money towards images and other liturgical 
paraphernalia. He gave 13s. 4d. “to the reparations of the images of St. John and St. 
Thomas the Martyr… and in other reparations, and to the reparation of the chapel of 
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the Spetill 20d.”295 It is not clear from the will where these two images were, but the 
statement is included with the various bequests to Orford parish, so it is likely that 
these images were either in the parish church or in the chapel. To the parish church 
of Kentford (Suffolk), Drake bequeathed “to the reparations of the church…for 
repairs of the books and other ornaments 20s.” To the parish church of Risby 
(Suffolk), Drake also gave 20s. “for ornaments for the said church”.296 It is unknown 
what ornaments or books were given, but at the very least Drake recognized the role 
of each in the religious life of the parish, and to be without them would be detrimental 
to their spiritual experience. This is shown by his bequest to the church of Meldreth 
(Cambridge) where he gave 20s. “for the ornaments most necessary to be 
replaced”. 297  To the parish churches of Barrow (presumably Cumbria), Brinkley 
(Cambridge), Dullingham (Cambridge) and Westeley (Cambridge), Drake gave a 
generous £22 in total “for the repairs of roads and to the ornaments of the churches”. 
This money was to be spent “according to the discretion of my colleague John 
Stutfeld” of Brinkley.298 In total Drake bequeathed money to fifteen parish churches, 
excluding gifts to the poor, priests‟ chapels, monasteries and Norwich Cathedral.299 
Drake clearly had a strong affinity to these churches, shown by the extent of his 
generosity. But more importantly he also recognised the central role – symbolically 
and spiritually – that the parish church played (albeit it in different ways) in the lives 
of priest and people alike.   
Not all had the financial means of William Drake. Yet those of somewhat more 
humble background still gave piously with their heart and with their pocket in an act 
of faith, and often did so in the form of lights, that is candles. Their use was not 
mandatory and hence their presence was „celebratory‟. These were gifts that „[were] 
open to all‟ and acted as „beacons of believers‟ worship, of their hopes of salvation 
and their supplications.‟300 In 1487 John Robyns of Wiveton, Norfolk bequeathed 3s. 
4d. “to the repa[ration] of the south [aisle] in “Weveton Chyrche” and 20d. to the “light 
of Sent Loy in the same chyrch”.301 Margaret Alleyn of Elsing, Norfolk, in her will 
dated 1503, bequeathed 3d. “unto that mistree unto me, the Sacrament of the 
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Church”. She also bequeathed a pound of wax “unto our Lady of Pety…to be made 
of v small tapers, to brenne by for hyr” and a pound of wax “unto Seynte Sprytte” to 
make five small tapers “to brenne be for hym.”302 Alice Bakon, of Wenhaston, Suffolk 
in her will dated 1510 left two bee-skeps (bee-hives), with the bees and wax, to 
provide lights before the image of the Our Lady and St Peter, the patron saint of her 
parish church.303 Alice also bequeathed two more bee-skeps to the neighbouring 
parish of Thorington to support lights before the image of St Peter “and the other to 
the Good Rood”.304 In 1515 Reynold Crosse of Norwich, described as a labourer, 
bequeathed 20s. “to the makynge of a newe Canope” for the church of St Austen, 
and he also bequeathed 6d. “to the repa[ration] of the tapres”.305 In the giving of gifts 
and bequests – whether money or objects – all members of the faith community, 
either as individuals, sub-communities, or as a collective, could and often did 
contribute to the spiritual and material health and well-being of the parish, both the 
living and the dead. 
 
 
2.4 Challenges to External Piety 
 
The spiritual life of Roman Catholic faith communities in late medieval 
England was primarily located within the parish church – the spiritual heart of the 
parish. It was a faith that was experienced through the ubiquitous visual and aural 
stimuli in order for the practice of spiritual reciprocity to work effectively. Yet despite 
the saturation of Masses and images there was a minority who challenged this 
paradigm and who sought to raise doubts in people‟s minds as to the perceived 
trivial or superstitious nature of such an experience. This minority challenged the 
close and, for Roman Catholicism, necessary association between belief and its 
ubiquitous ornaments of piety. These attacks primarily, but not exclusively, came 
from Lollards who prized a spiritual life that placed a premium on access to the 
vernacular Bible and condemned the use of images as a means of accessing the 
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Holy.306  The Lollard rejection of images as a means to access the Holy was part of a 
much wider debate over the acceptable use of images as devotional aids and a 
source of revenue.307 The dialogue between Dives and Paupuer is testament to such 
reservations. Dives raises the point that many images are worshiped within and 
without the church: “[if] Y wurshepe he me think[eth] I doo ydolatrye and [against] 
Gods lawe”, a point to which Pauper wholeheartedly agrees. Dives then makes the 
perceptive statement: “Qherof seruyn [these] ymages? I wolde [they] weryn brent 
euerychon.”308  By the early sixteenth century some individuals, who may not have 
been Lollards, were propagating a similar messasge. Bernard questions the link that 
some historians, like Derek Plumb and Margaret Aston, have made between Lollardy 
and the English Reformation, citing the small number of those burnt for heresy, the 
high number of abjurations, and the vagueness of defining heresy.309 I agree that 
strong links between Lollard groups and early Reformers are difficult to prove. 
However, I would suggest that much of what defined the English Reformation did not 
emerge out of a vacuum, and that there was, as we will see, a certain amount of 
overlap in the theological claims that both groups made. Much of our evidence for 
the existence of these competing sub-communities comes from sources that are far 
from impartial: court records, including heresy trials, and John Foxe‟s Acts and 
Monuments (1563). Allowing for the use of potentially inflammatory language, 
designed to convict, or hyperbole, designed to impress, these sources nevertheless 
indicate that such ideas were alive and well amongst some parishioners within the 
Diocese of Norwich during the late medieval period. What it also shows, as Bernard 
notes, is that accusations or the presence of heresy implies a certain level of 
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understanding of orthodox belief and practice, and, I would add, active engagement, 
in order to reject it.310 
        Between the years 1428-31 approximately 120 people from the Diocese of 
Norwich were tried for heresy, namely Lollardy. Fortunately the trial records 
transcribed by Norman Tanner cover the sixty trials of men (51) and women (9), 
which allow us to explore the faith practices of those that rejected significant aspects 
of Roman Catholicism and its material culture.311 Although the trials did not include 
any individuals from the parishes in this study, it is likely that these events were 
known beyond their immediate location. During Mary‟s reign, at least one parish, 
Long Melford, was not immune to such events. One of their own – Roger Coe – was 
burnt for his faith in 1555.312 One of the key pillars of Lollardy was the rejection of 
transubstantiation – the transformation of bread and wine into the body and blood of 
Christ. John Skylly of Flixton, Suffolk, admitted to believing, like many of his fellow 
heretics, that “no prest hath poar to make Cristis body [and]…that aftir the 
sacramental wordys said of a prest at messe ther remayneth pure material bred on 
the auter”. Skylly further stated that the holy water “is of no mor effect than the water 
of the river or of a welle is, for as moche as God blessed all things that he maked.”313 
This opinion was shared by William Hardey of Mudham, Norfolk, who remarked that 
neither the holy bread nor holy water “is ner the better for all the conjuracions and 
charmes whiche prestes sayn and syngen therover.” 314  Another key practice 
amongst Lollard communities was communal gatherings for the purpose of schooling 
those of like faith in Lollard doctrine. Lollard adherents held the belief that „[h]oliness 
was not intrinsic to any physical structure…rather it lay in the congregation of the 
faithful when and wherever they chose to assemble.‟315 Hawise Moone, based on the 
names of those she gave in her abjuration, was well connected with those who “ofte 
tymes kept, holde and continued scoles of heresie yn prive chambers and prive 
places of oures”. She exclaimed that “no worship ne reverence oweth be do to ony 
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ymages of the crucifix, of Our Lady ne of noon other seyntes, for all suche ymages 
be but ydols and made be werkyng of mannys hand, but worship and reverence 
shuld be do to the ymage of God, whiche oonly is man.” 316  A number of the 
abjurations state that pilgrimage was a worthless exercise and that such efforts were 
better directed towards the poor.317 It is possible that this is what Hawise Moone had 
in mind when she stated that man was the image of God. She was not the only one 
to express strong opinions about the adoration shown to images. John Skylan 
remarked that “no worship ne reverence oweth be doon to ony ymages of Oure Lady 
ne of noon other seyntes, ne no more reverence oweth be do unto the ymages of the 
crosse that oweth be doon to the galwes whiche men be hanged on, for al suche 
ymages be but ydols and the makers of hem be accursed.”318 
               John Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments is awash with heroic stories of 
martyrdom and individuals who sought to bring the religious experience of Roman 
Catholicism into question and disrepute. Even though Foxe‟s accounts may not 
always be entirely accurate, they do show that the objections raised by reformers 
during the early part of the sixteenth century did not exist in a vacuum, but rather 
shared similarities to Lollard belief and practice. Foxe recounts the story of Thomas 
Geffrey who was tried for heresy. Geffrey was living in Ipswich (although originally 
from Uxbridge, London) when he got caught up in the Lincoln Diocese heresy trials 
of 1518-1521. According to John Butler, once associated with a group in Uxbridge, 
Geffrey read to him and taught him from “the Acts and preachings of the 
Apostles.”319 Butler was also exposed by his own brother “for reading to him in a 
certain book of the Scripture, and persuading him to hearken to the same”.320 It is 
probable that Geffrey had an early connection with Butler whilst in Uxbridge and that 
he had previously been suspected of heresy, as Butler stated that Geffrey had a 
“Scripture-book in English; which [he]…gave to the Bishop of London when he was 
accused.”321 By the time Geffrey came to Ipswich he appears to have accepted the 
reformed teaching and also to have been a teacher to Butler. Furthermore Butler 
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stated that Geffrey said that “true pilgrimage was, barefoot to go and visit the poor, 
weak and sick; for they are the true images of God.” Geffrey was also associated 
with one Richard Vulford. Both men exclaimed to Butler that “the Host consecrated 
was not the very true body of Christ; in proof whereof they said, that let a mouse be 
put in the pix with the Host, and the mouse would eat it up.” Butler finally stated that 
both Geffrey and Vulford claimed that “holy bread and holy water were but a vain-
glory of the world; for God never made them but they were man‟s inventions”.322 
Foxe does not mention Geffrey again in his record of the Lincoln trials. Interestingly 
he is also absent from his list of those that abjured in 1521. Foxe does not exclude 
those outside of the Diocese of Lincoln, as he states that some were from Norfolk, 
Suffolk and Norwich.323 It is possible that Geffrey did not abjure and went to the 
flames for his faith. 
       Alongside the Norwich heresy trials and Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments, a number 
of heresy cases were brought before the courts in Norwich city – the consistory court 
and the mayoral court – and two of these cases will be discussed below. The first 
case, dated 8 July 1532, is the case of John Bread v. John Redhead that was 
brought before the consistory court. William Grene of Snettisham, who witnessed the 
incident, deposed that on Plough Monday Bread stated that he had spent a certain 
sum of money on “the purchase of 5 lbs. of wax for burning before the crucifix called 
the „rode lofte‟”. In response Redhead “retorted, „That the same waxe was falsyle 
used by the forsaid John Bread, and not half spent.‟”324 It is possible to interpret this 
case in two ways and both interpretations reveal the „fluid‟ nature of potential and 
actual heresy accusations.325 First, it is possible that Redhead accused Bread of 
purchasing wax for a dubious purpose, namely to burn before an idolatrous image. 
Yet such an accusation would have been counter-productive to Redhead who, as a 
result of the accusation, could himself be charged with heresy. Alternatively, 
Redhead may have accused Bread of lying about how he used the wax, suggesting 
that Bread was misappropriating goods that were intended for the worship of God – 
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an act that, in Redhead‟s eyes, was possibly considered heretical. Marshall remarks 
that within popular discourse an accusation of heresy was for the accuser a „signifier‟ 
of their own „integrity and value‟.326 Unfortunately no other details of the case are 
provided, but it nonetheless shows a link between the perceived abuse of sacred 
goods with heresy – a charge that could have serious consequences.  
        The second case comes from the mayor‟s court book of Norwich dated 1534 
where it appears that either the parish or the priest of St Peter‟s Mancroft brought a 
charge against one Henry Swetman and George Walden for bringing the holy water 
into disrepute. Simon Clypwell testified that he witnessed that “divers persons were 
offended for casting of holy water and dealing of „holy bred‟, some being of one part 
and some of the other part”. The specific mention of holy bread suggests that this 
incident happened during Mass. The testimony of Clypwell indicates that some of the 
parishioners of St Peter Mancroft were in disagreement over the use of holy water 
and holy bread, and even whether such objects were holy at all. In this parish 
parishioners were questioning or reevaluating their present faith experience, and 
thus seeking for an alternative, even if they perhaps did not know what that 
alternative might be. The deposition of Brian Doraunt agreed with Clypwell, and 
Doraunt further added that George Walden “perceiving that the priest did begin to 
make holy water, said „that he could see the priest in what sort he did juggle the 
water‟, and went into the chancel, and being there commanded one of the children… 
to bring him the holy water stoup, and he bearing it away the said Henry Swetman 
said, „whither do you carry the stoup‟. Saying that if any man would as he [Walden] 
would, he [Swetman] would try it by hand (?) rather than he should rule the priest.”327 
It appears that Walden had some sort of clerical office, perhaps holy water clerk, 
else he would not have been able to enter into the chancel.328 There is no indication 
as to how long Walden had held such views about the holy water, but given that 
there were several in the congregation that were of a similar opinion he was not 
acting alone. His position meant that he could have access to the sacred water, 
which lay people could not. Swetman‟s response is a little more vague and he seems 
to be questioning Walden‟s actions; what he meant by „rather than he should rule the 
priest‟ is unclear. It is possible that Swetman was also a cleric in order to be in the 
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chancel to see Walden take the holy water stoop and Swetman intended to rebuke 
Walden for being so brazen. The record ends with Swetman, and one other, being 
required to give bond, yet there is no record as to Walden‟s punishment. St Peter 
Mancroft was the largest church in Norwich city. Its early sixteenth-century inventory 
reveals that it was well equipped for the demands of Roman Catholic worship. Yet, 
even here there were lay people and at least one cleric who challenged the Roman 
Catholic faith and its material culture.  
 
 
2.5 Conclusion – faith and things 
 
Roman Catholicism and the material culture through which it was practiced were 
intimately linked with the faith communities that bound each parish together. The 
Roman Catholic faith was revealed through the ubiquitous and multifarious images 
and liturgical paraphernalia that filled parish churches across the country during the 
late medieval period. The parish church of Long Melford, Suffolk, like other parish 
churches found in the Diocese of Norwich, was elaborately adorned for Roman 
Catholic worship. Its size and wealth may have made it exceptional for a rural church, 
but certainly not unusual in the objects that it contained. The early sixteenth-century 
inventory of St Peter Mancroft in Norwich city suggests that it was similarly adorned 
in an elaborate manner. As faith communities witnessed and participated in the 
rituals and festivities of the life-cycle and religious calendar – baptism, marriage, 
Mass, Easter, Rogationtide, Plough Monday, death – their religious experience was 
inevitably conducted within the parish church involving all the church space and its 
ornaments of piety. To be sure, that experience differed between groups of people – 
clerical and lay, rich and poor, men and women – yet these differences were 
incorporated into the practice of spiritual reciprocity that was integral to the faith 
experience, and which all played a significant part in creating a collective experience. 
Whether an individual gave a small donation as part of a parish fundraising event to 
mend the church steeple or whether an individual established a chantry chapel for 
the benefit of their soul and their family, both required the involvement of the rest of 
the faith community for the gift to be effectual. Yet the religious experience of Roman 
Catholicism, with all its devotional stimuli and highly ritualized ceremonies, did not 
satisfy everyone. For some, the accepted reality that the transcendent inhabited the 
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material, whether the crucified Christ in bread and wine or a saint “inhabiting” an 
image, was unacceptable and even ridiculous. These sub-communities of Lollards 
and then early reformers competed with the prevailing beliefs of the Roman Catholic 
Church by condemning the very means through which it was practiced. Instead they 
practiced a faith experience that was based on the Word through the English Bible 
and the sharing of the Word with each other.   Although such individuals did not 
initially reflect majority views, the objections that they held against the Roman 
Catholic faith would grow in popularity and become incorporated into the turbulent 
and unpredictable experience of the English Reformation. Their Reformation would 
be played out not only at Hampton Court, but also through the dramatic re-ordering 
of the late medieval parish church across the English landscape. 
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Plate 2.1: Woodcut depicting the Elevation of the      Plate 2.2: Detail of squint, Clopton Chapel, 
Host, The crafte to lyve well and dye        Long Melford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s 
well (1505). EEBO.         own photograph. 
 
                         
  Plate 2.3: Pax, AN00188328           Plate 2.4: Pax, 35-1946 Photo    
  © Trustees of the British Museum.         © Victoria and Albert Museum, London 
 
                  
Plate 2.5: Chancel, looking east, Long Melford      Plate 2.6: Chalice and cover, 1543/4   
Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.      St Peter Mancroft Treasury, Norwich 
           (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
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Plate 2.7: Woodcut depicting priest and attendants       Plate 2.8: The Ramsey Abbey Censer, c.1325. 
in decorated vestments from John Mirk, Incipit liber      Photo © Victoria and Albert Museum. Museum 
qui vocatur festiualis (1495). EEBO.           Number: 268 – 1973 
 
                                         
Plate 2.9: Paschal Candle, 14
th    
Plate 2.10: Martin Chapel, looking south- 
century. Photo © Victoria and Albert   east, Long Melford, Suffolk (July 201). 
Museum. Museum Number: 268 – 1973   Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
 
                             
    
   Plate 2.11A: Clopton Chapel, looking          Plate 2.11B: Clopton Chantry Chapel, 
   east, Long Melford, Suffolk (July 2011).         looking south-east, Long Melford,   
   Author‟s own photograph.           Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own  
              photograph. 
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      Plate 2.12: Lady Chapel, looking south-east,           Plate 2.13: Alabaster Virgin and Child, 
       Long Melford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own          late 15
th
 century. AN00274159 © 
       photograph.              Trustees of the British Museum. 
     
 
                     
   Plate 2.14: Roodscreen, detail, Redenhall,             Plate 2.15: Chancel ceiling, Metfield, 
   Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.             Suffolk (July, 2011). Author‟s own 
                  photograph. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
89 
 
                                                  
 Plate 2.16A: Wooden bench or stall end,  Plate 2.16B: Wooden bench or stall end,  
c. 1419, King‟s Lynn, Norfolk. Photo ©   c. 1419, King‟s Lynn, Norfolk. Photo © 
Victoria and Albert Musum.                Victoria and Albert Museum. 
Museum Number: W. 16 – 1921.     Museum Number: W. 5 – 1916.  
 
           
                                    
     Plate 2.17: Brass double-headed eagle    Plate 2.18: Wooden double-headed eagle 
     lectern c. 1500, Redenhall, Norfolk     lectern c. 1500, Redenhall, Norfolk 
     (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.    (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
                                
  Plate 2.19: Disused font, Tilney All     Plate 2.20: Decorated chasuble, c. 1400- 
  Saints, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s     1430. Photo © Victoria and Albert Museum. 
  own photograph.        Museum Number: T. 36 – 1955 
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  Plate 2.21: Decorated cope, c. 1330-       Plate 2.22: Procesional cross,  
  1350. Photo © Victoria and Albert       c. 1520. Photo © Victoria and 
   Museum. Museum Number:        Albert Museum. Musuem 
   T. 36 – 1955          Number: M. 39 – 1920 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Plate 2.23: Tomb of John Clopton, looking from the 
     within the chancel. Long Melford, Suffolk (July 2011) 
     Author‟s own photograph. 
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Chapter 3 
 
Let the Purge Begin: destruction and re-formation in 
Tudor England 
 
 
 
Christ‟s kingdom is a hearing-kingdom, not a seeing kingdom; for the eyes do not 
lead and guide us to where we know and find Christ, but rather the ears do this... 
 
Martin Luther1 
 
[T]he heart is not moved with words that be not understand... 
 
Thomas Cranmer2 
 
 
 
In 1540/1 the parishioners of Boxford were presented with a new English Bible from 
London, at a cost of 6s. 5d.3 The churchwardens, Walter Gossnold and John Porter, 
also spent a part payment of 4s. for a new lectern for the new Bible. It is not clear 
whether Boxford already had a lectern that could have been modified to 
accommodate this Bible. Nevertheless, the purchase of a new lectern suggests that 
the parish wanted to create a special place for their purchase. The presence of a 
new lectern and Bible in the nave may well have endowed the Boxford parishioners 
with a sense of new possibilities, new ideas and new practices. Only a few years 
earlier, such activity was deemed so heretical that several lost their lives at the stake. 
Now, the Crown was promoting access to the Bible, both as an object and also for 
the words that it contained. At the risk of their new prized possession being damaged 
or stolen the churchwardens, Walter Gosnold and John Porter, purchased a new 
chain for the Bible. 4  Less than ten years earlier, Walter Gosnold was actively 
carrying out the work of fixing images to their altars within the church. In 1539/40 the 
churchwardens spent £4 14s. 3d. on routine maintenance to church plate, vestments, 
wax and other expenses. 5  Now Gosnold and his fellow churchwarden were 
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responsible for fixing a new object for communal worship within the very same space 
that usurped the ubiquitous images that had once adorned the church. In the 
purchase of an English Bible, the faith community of Boxford revealed their decision 
to reconsider their spiritual experience. For the parishioners of Boxford, like other 
parishes in the Diocese of Norwich, the process of re-evaluating their spiritual 
experience necessitated the re-evaluation of how that experience was tangibly 
manifested within the parish church. These outward manifestations resulted in the 
dramatic re-ordering of the church space and the movement of objects within that 
space. 
This chapter will explore the ways in which faith communities responded to 
the call for destruction and re-formation within their parish churches, during the 
Reformation under Henry VIII and Edward VI and the brief period of Counter-
Reformation under Mary I. Initiated by the Crown and implemented through both 
legislation and grassroots activity, the Reformation that began during the mid-
sixteenth century, under Henry VIII and Edward VI, shaped the religious experience 
of communities across the country. The core theological pillars of the English 
Reformation – sola scriptura, the rejection of transubstantiation for a doctrine of 
remembrance and the rejection of images – literally re-ordered the interiors of parish 
churches and their material culture and consequently re-shaped how parishioners 
experienced communal religious activities. Some parishes were ripe for such 
reordering while others were not. The material culture of the Roman Catholic faith 
that supported a highly sensory experience through the emphasis on images, ritual 
and the physical segregation of priest and lay people was rejected for a reformed 
material culture that instead promoted doctrine and understanding through the Word, 
an absence of images through their removal or destruction, a reformed liturgy in the 
Book of Common Prayer, and a more inclusive use of the church interior. The strictly 
demarcated spaces that characterised the late medieval parish church were now 
either destroyed, re-ordered, or re-emphasised in new ways.  
Late medieval parish communities were not homogeneous, and the English 
Reformation caused these communities to fracture internally as they began the 
complex and, at times, contested process of reform. Those who maintained their 
allegiance to the Roman Catholic faith, and who were only a few years earlier the 
dominant faith community, now found themselves forming a competing sub-
community within the parish. With the ascent of Mary I to the throne, the fracturing of 
93 
 
faith communities becomes evident in the churchwardens‟ accounts. Roman 
Catholics received a brief reprieve and made the most of this opportunity to return 
the interior of their churches to its pre-Reformation state and find their status 
returned to the dominant faith community once more. Reformers, on the other hand, 
complied according to law but also took opportunity to protest through the use and 
abuse of Roman Catholic material culture. During the twenty years or so of religious 
turbulence parish communities within the Diocese of Norwich sought to negotiate a 
pathway that would keep their faith and their churches spiritually viable. 
 
 
3.1 Re-forming the Sacred 
 
During the 1530s and 1540s the Crown, along with clerics and laymen, significantly 
changed the nature of late medieval religion – its theology and material culture – and 
consequently how it ought to be experienced. Driven by a reformed theology that 
placed a high value on the Word, the paradigm through which faith was to be 
practiced within parish communities was shifting from one that emphasised a highly 
sensory experience (seeing, hearing, smelling) to one that emphasised the 
understanding of belief and doctrine through hearing the Word of God in the 
vernacular.6 Communities that were on the receiving end of these changes were 
confronted with a style of worship and an experience of faith that hitherto had largely 
been the reserve of Lollard heretics. Even though it is not certain if any early 
sixteenth-century Lollards evolved into mid sixteenth century reformers, what is 
certain is that Lollard ideas about the centrality of the Bible and the rejection of 
images became core reformed teaching.7 Parishes across the country were forced to 
re-evaluate their faith experience and to come to terms with the central pillars of a 
new religion. Doreen Rosman remarks that Protestantism fostered a strong corporate 
identity through „[g]athering together to read the Bible [in the home and in the church], 
fighting side by side to remove images and other relics, [and] sharing a common 
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vision of a brave new world as yet unrecognised by others‟.8 Through the reordering 
of church space and the objects within it, the pillars of the Reformation – sola 
scriptura (the Bible as the sole rule of faith and practice), the rejection of 
transubstantiation for a doctrine of remembrance and the rejection of images and 
“popish” ceremonies – were to find a very real physical presence within the parish 
church. 
  
 3.1.1 And the Word was Made Audible 
 
The “Great Bible” was moved out of the chancel and into the nave, the people‟s 
part of the church. For the first time the nave became the privileged site of this 
sacred text. In this single re-ordering of church space the focus was removed from 
the altar and placed onto the Word.9 The doctrine of sola scriptura was the catch cry 
of the Reformation, a „rallying‟ point, as Koerner remarks, „in a territorial war between 
rival communicative media‟ – the Word vs. the image.10 Regardless of where one 
stood on the Protestant spectrum, the centrality of the Bible was undisputed. For 
English Reformers, sola fide - the doctrine of justification by faith alone - was built on 
the foundation of scripture alone. For the English reformers the Bible had to be in 
English.11 The Bible was central to the reformers‟ position, both lay and clerical, on 
liturgy and imagery. It permeated crown legislation on religion and also the 
Edwardian Prayer Books. Anything that was seen to be contrary to the Bible was 
seen as false and therefore worthy of condemnation. As we observed in chapter 2, 
claims about the centrality of the Bible did not originate with the Reformers of the 
early sixteenth century. During the late medieval period English Lollards had already 
trodden this theological path.12 Yet its heavy promotion during the early sixteenth 
                                                          
8
 Doreen Rosman, From Catholic to Protestant: Religion and the People in Tudor England (London: 
UCL Press Limited, 1996), 41. 
9
 Margaret Aston, “Lap Books and Lectern Books: The Revelatory Book in the Reformation,” in The 
Church and the Book. ed. R. N. Swanson, 184. Susan Wabuda, “Triple-Deckers and Eagle Lecterns: 
Church Furniture for the Book in Late Medieval and Early Modern England,” in The Church and the 
Book, ed. R. N. Swanson,  
10
 Koerner, Reformation of the Image, 46. 
11
 Catharine Davies, A religion of the Word: the defence of the reformation in the reign of Edward VI 
(Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2002), 87. For an interesting discussion on 
the dissemination of heretical books during the 1520s see J. Davis, “The Christian Brethren and the 
Dissemination of Heretical Books,” in The Church and the Book, ed. R. N. Swanson. 
12
 For a useful discussion on the similarities between Lollards and grassroots evangelicals see Alec 
Ryrie, The Gospel and Henry VIII: Evangelicals in the Early English Reformation (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 232-247. For an alternative view see Aston, “Lollards and the 
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century by the English reformers and the Crown, somewhat more cautiously, made 
the Bible mainstream and its English version central to the English Reformation. It 
will be observed that the allegiance to the doctrine of sola scriptura resulted in a 
reconfiguration of the parish church interior.13 This was brought about through the 
purchase and maintenance of Bibles, but also lecterns, pulpits, pews and the writing 
of English scriptures on interior church walls once peppered with images.  The 
material culture of the Reformation, which was vital to its implementation, was 
beginning to take centre stage. 
The centrality of the Bible is exemplified in a short tract entitled John Bon and 
Mast Person (1548). It consists of a conversation between John Bon, a layman, and 
a Roman Catholic priest on the scriptural basis (or lack thereof) for transubstantiation 
(see plate 3.1).14 The tract clearly presents a reformed theological position, and it 
presents the hope or expectation that laymen could access an English Bible. At the 
same time, it also reflects a very real fear that access to the Bible could also be 
detrimental. 
 
John: A fessionson it for me my wyttes are me benumme/For I can not study 
where the wyne should become 
Person: Study quod ha, beware and let suche matter go/To meddle muche with 
thys may brynge ye sone to wo 
John: Yea but mast parson think ye it were right/That if I desired you to make my 
black ore white/And you saye it is done, and styl is blacke in sight/ Ye myght me 
deme a foole for to beleue so light 
Person: I maruell muche ye wyll reason so farre/I feare if ye use it, it wyll ye 
mar15  
 
John: A [confession?] it for me my wits are me benumbe/ For I cannot study [the 
Bible] where the wine should become 
Person: Study says he, beware and let such matter go/ To meddle much with 
this may bring you soon to woe 
John: Yea but mast parson think you it were right/That if I desire you to make me 
black or white/And you say it is done, and still is black in sight/ You might me 
deem a fool for to believe so light 
Person: I marvel much you will reason so fair/ I fear if you use it [the Bible], it will 
you mar 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
Cross”. Whilst parish churches were being remodelled parishioners who remained faithful to 
Catholicism had to find new ways of creating sacred spaces. See Richard L. Williams, “Forbidden 
Sacred Spaces in Reformation England,” in Defining the Holy, ed. Andrew Spicer and Sarah Hamilton,  
13
 Tribble and Keene, 58. 
14 Plate 3.1: Woodcut depicting the procession of the Host from Luke Shepherd, John Bon and Mast 
Person, (London, 1548), np. EEBO 
15
 Ibid. 
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Access to the Bible was a concern to both Henry VIII and Edward VI. 
Legislation was enacted with the proviso that the Bible be read individually and within 
a controlled environment.16 Prior to the Reformation, Latin Bibles were „seldom on 
public display‟.17  Thus readership and access was confined to the priests within the 
chancel. In the Second Royal Injunctions of 1538 Henry VIII ordered that an English 
Bible “of the largest volume... [be] set up in some convenient place within 
the...church.” 18  In this single declaration Henry removed both the language and 
physical barrier to this sacred text. This was probably the Thomas Matthew English 
version of the Bible that was published in 1537 under licence by Henry VIII.19 Henry 
VIII declared that no one was to “discourage” anyone “from the reading or hearing of 
the said Bible”, a point that was later echoed in the 1547 Edwardian Royal 
Injunctions.20 Fear of religious strife led the Crown to put the brakes on religious 
debate. Henry VIII voiced his fear in the 1539 proclamation, „Proclamation for 
uniformity in religion‟. On the one hand Henry thundered that there were those who 
were using the scriptures to urge people back to the “old devotion... the hypocrite 
religion... justly and lawfully taken away by the authority of God‟s word”. On the other 
hand he condemned those who took and gathered “divers Holy Scriptures” to 
“subvert and overturn... the sacraments of Holy Church... and all the good and 
laudable ordinances and ceremonies”.21 Henry VIII was happy for laypeople to read 
the Bible “virtuously and devoutly” in church or in chapel. But their reading must not 
distract them from praying and the “divine service and masses... as good Christian 
men ought to do”.22  
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 See David S. Kastan, “„The noyse of the new Bible”: reform and reaction in Henrician England,” in 
Religion and Culture in Renaissance England, ed. Claire McEachern and Debora. Shuger, 
(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 
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 Whiting, Reformation of the English Parish Church, 90. 
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 Walter Frere and William Kennedy, Visitation Articles and Injunctions of the Period of the 
Reformation, II 1536-1558 (Longmans, Green & Co: 1910), 35. Hereafter referred to as VAI-R 
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 Evan Daniel, The Prayer Book: Its History, Language and Contents (London: Wells Gardner, 
Darton and Co, 1913), 18. See VAI-R, II: 35 n. 1. 
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 VAI-R, II: 35, 36.Henry VIII had previously ordered in 1536 that an English and Latin Bible be 
placed in the choir “for all men to read,” but it was the 1538 injunction that emphasised its 
convenience for parishioners. See VAI-R, II: 9. It is worth noting that Edward VI used a similar phrase 
but added in brackets “(authorized and licensed thereto)”. TRP, 1: 396.   
21
 TRP, 1: 284. 
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 TRP, 1: 285. See also Henry VIII‟s Proclamation against the possession and use of Tyndale‟s 
Bible – “Proclamation against the Bible and other books” (1542).  Letters and Papers, Foreign and 
Domestic, Henry VIII, 17: 1542. Accessed online at British History Online: http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/report.aspx?compid=76644&strquery=proclamation bible. 3 October 2012  
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Even though Henry VIII had ordered the placement of English Bibles in naves 
in 1538, it was not until he repeated this requirement in his proclamation of 1541, 
which included the threat of a fine that several parishes in this study may well have 
decided to act.23 During the 1540s the Bible – the text for the English reformers – 
could be perused for its beauty and even read by the literate who sought its 
guidance. Boxford was one of these parishes that purchased its Bible in 1540/1. It is 
unclear why Boxford did not purchase a Bible in 1538. It might have been a matter of 
finance or a reluctance to change. As a result of the 1541 proclamation parishioners 
were presented with a new English Bible that rested on a lectern and to which it was 
chained. Boxford‟s Bible was probably the “Great Bible” or Cranmer‟s Bible.24 It is 
well established that chained books pre-dated the English Reformation. The wooden 
double-headed eagle lectern at Redenhall still has the fixture for a chain (see plate 
3.2 and Appendix B.2I).25  Any number of service books could have been chained to 
this lectern and it is possible that it may also have supported a chained Bible during 
the 1540s.  
In 1540/1 the parish of Cratfield purchased two Bibles. It is unclear why they 
would have purchased two Bibles. Holland suggests that the Cratfield 
churchwardens purchased the old and new testaments for the similar price of 6s. 2d.; 
there was no mention of a chain.26 Interestingly, the 1541 Henrician proclamation 
ordered that a Bible was to sell for no more than 10s unbound and 12s. if it was 
bound, trimmed and clasped.27 In this declaration, it appears that Henry VIII was 
motivated by a sincere desire that every parish could afford to purchase a Bible, 
although its cost was significantly more than an individual‟s daily wage. Around the 
year 1550 the average daily wage of a labourer was about 5d. and a craftsman 
about 7d.28 Thus both the Boxford and Cratfield churchwardens paid a fair price for 
their Bibles. About six years later, in 1546/7, Cratfield purchased a second Bible for 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
 For Edward VI‟s 1547 proclamation, presented in a similar vein, see TRP, 1: 410-411, 432-433; 
Great Britain, Statutes of the Realm, VI, 1 (Dawsons of Pall Mall: London, reprinted 1963), 2. 
Hereafter referred to as SR. 
23
 See “Ordering [the] Great Bible to Be Placed in Every Church” in TRP, 1: 296-298; Marshall, 
English Reformation 2
nd
 edn, 57. 
24
 Daniel, The Prayer Book, 18. Cranmer wrote the preface under the order of the 1541 proclamation.  
25
 Roy Tricker, „st Mary‟s Redenhall Church Guide” (2004), 13. Plate 2.2: detail of chain fixture on 
wooden eagle lectern. Author‟s own photograph. 
26
 Cratfield CWA [transc. H], 58, 56; Ann E. Nichols, “Broken Up or Restored Away,” 173. 
27
 TRP, 1: 297-298. See also Great Britain. Public Record Office, Letters and Papers Foreign and 
Domestic of the Reign of Henry VIII, XVI, (H. M. Stationary Office: London, 1920), 391. 
28
 Baker, “Changes in the later middle ages,” fig. 44, 198. 
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13s. 4d.29 Given the above figures, it is possible that this Bible was a rather ornate 
specimen.  
A year later the parish of North Elmham purchased its first Bible in 1541/2 at 
the bargain price of 4s.30 North Elmham then purchased a second Bible in 1548/9, 
just like Cratfield did. Yet this time the cost was shared between the parish and 
Robert Twayte. A year later Twayte paid 13s. which went towards “halfe [the] [pr]yce 
of [the] Bible & [the] paraphrass” that was purchased the previous year. 31  The 
Henrician proclamations declared that the English Bible alone was the new 
mandatory reformed text. But the 1547 Edwardian Royal Injunctions further ordered 
that parishes purchase Desiderius Erasmus‟ Paraphrases of the New Testament to 
be set up “in some convenient place in the Church”.32 What is interesting with this 
purchase though is that not only did North Elmham purchase a Bible and the 
required Paraphrases of Erasmus on the Gospels, but also, by their own choice, a 
book entitled Actes of the Apostles.33 There is a book entitled The Actes of the 
Apostles translated into Englyshe meter that may have been available by 1548.34 But 
it is a song book that provides, according to its title page, music for both voice and 
lute. Nicholas Temperley observes that instruments, other than organs, were rarely 
used in parish church music. 35  If this was the text that the North Elmham 
churchwardens purchased, it would have been a very rare purchase indeed. In this 
purchase North Elmham made provision for either its congregation or musicians to 
sing in English to the glory of God. In 1547/8 North Elmham also purchased a lectern 
“matte for [them that] reade vpon [the] bible & [the] paraphrass jd.”36 It is possible 
that this mat was used to protect both the lectern and the Bible from being damaged 
through their use. Interestingly, like Cratfield, there was no mention of a chain for any 
of the books, not even the Bible. So either the parish already owned a suitable chain 
for this purpose or it trusted its parishioners with this sacred object. Tilney All Saints 
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 Cratfield CWA [transc. H],, 73. 
30
 North Elmham CWA [transc.], 13. 
31
 North Elmham CWA [transc.], 44, 48. This payment of 13s. also went towards North Elmham‟s 
share in funding. See ibid., 114 n. 64. 
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 TRP, 1: 396.  
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 North Elmham CWA [transc.], 44. 
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 Christopher Tye, The Actes of the Apostles, translated into Englyshe metre... (London, 1553?). 
EEBO.  If the Acts of the Apostles purchased by North Elmham is the same as Tye‟s book by the 
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 Nicholas Temperley, The Music of the English Parish Church, 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1979), 9. 
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 North Elmham CWA [transc.], 44, 48. 
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did not run this potential risk with the relatively late purchase of its new Bible and in 
1547/8 the churchwardens paid 7s. 8d. for “halfe the bible”, along with a chain and 
clasp.37  
 The Word of God was proclaimed in the reading of the Bible in the common 
language of English from the pulpit. This made the pulpit the primary location for the 
dissemination of reformed doctrine. Prior to the Reformation there was no consensus 
on where the pulpit ought to be located within the nave. The common practice, 
however, was to have the pulpit on the west side of the roodscreen and on the north 
side of the nave. 38  Diarmaid MacCulloch observes that: „a pulpit reinforced the 
message... that God was to be approached most directly through his biblical word: 
even where the pulpit was inherited from the old pre-Reformation days, it was now 
used exclusively for preaching, not for leading the recital of the rosary or the 
medieval extended vernacular prayers... the bidding of the bedes.‟39 The Henrician 
visitation articles of 1547 asked parish priests to confirm whether they preached the 
“word of God... purely and sincerely... Exhorting their Parshioners to the works 
commaunded by scripture, and not to works diuised by maynes phantasies.” 40 
Pulpits were not mandatory until the 1547 Edwardian Royal Injunctions.41  So their 
presence and maintenance was entirely voluntary. In 1543/4, three years after the 
parishioners of North Elmham received their new Bible, the churchwardens paid 8d. 
to one William Yarrh[a?]m “for mendyng of [the] pulpytt for [our] pte”.42 References to 
pulpits in the churchwardens‟ accounts are scarce during the mid sixteenth century. 
Yet, as we have seen, the purchase of lecterns indicates a similar commitment to the 
presentation of and access to the Word. 
Pulpits were not the only piece of furniture that received greater focus as a 
result of the Reformation.  The use of seating also radically changed over the course 
of the Reformation. As we have seen in chapter 2, seating during the late medieval 
period was rare and not integral to the religious experience of the Roman Catholic 
faith. With the increasing importance placed on the Bible during the Reformation, the 
provision of seating received greater emphasis. Like pulpits, seating was not 
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 Tilney All Saints CWA [transc.], 172.  
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 Cox, Pulpits, Lecterns, & Organs, 28, 30, 32; Whiting, Reformation of the English Church, 185. 
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compulsory at this time. Thus their use allowed parishioners to sit and listen to the 
preacher.43  For the first time the location of the congregation became fixed. Pews or 
stools or stalls – bench seats with high ends - were positioned in rows not only 
across the nave, but also in the side aisles.44  
Several churches show evidence of late medieval seating. Stockton was in 
possession of pews as early as the fourteenth century. Two pew ends survive from 
this period depicting Talbot hounds (see Appendix B.8E).45 These pews are reputed 
to have been reserved for the churchwardens (see plates 3.3A and 3.3B). 46 
Churchwardens were respected parish officials, but given that they could be drawn 
from below the parish elite, one can only assume that their designated pews were 
not the only pews in the church at the time. At some point during the fifteenth century 
the parish also commissioned additional pews, attested by the survival of poppy-
head finials from this period.47 Stockton church is small and the presence of pews 
would have dominated the nave and given a powerful message to its congregation 
and to visitors that preaching was central to worship. We also know that during the 
fifteenth century North Elmham owned numerous pews, for grotesque pew ends 
were discovered during the church‟s restoration in 1882 (see plates 3.4A, 3.4B and 
Appendix B.4G).48 There is no mention of these pews in the accounts so they may 
pre-date 1538/9 when the accounts began. Great Witchingham is in the rare position 
of still having two of its late fifteenth-century pews intact.49 One of these pews has 
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the letters „AF‟ engraved on the back of its panels. Thus it may have been 
commissioned by an individual for their own use within the church or presented as a 
gift to the parish. Given the presence of metal screws or metal nails on the rear of 
the bench ends, it is likely that these pews were reassembled at some point during 
the nineteenth century or later.50 More research into the medieval components of 
these pews is needed. Nevertheless they give a good indication as to how pews may 
have appeared to the congregation when they were first purchased (see plates 3.5A 
and 3.5B).51  In 1540/1 Boxford made a part payment of 6s. for the “making of 
stolys”.52 In 1547-8 Long Melford paid 1s. 8d. to repair “stoles off the northsyde of 
the churche”.53  
The Word that was orally delivered from the pulpit was matched by its visual 
representation on the church walls. Where once painted images had pride of place, 
English scripture texts were now the dominant feature.54 Before the Reformation, 
writing – engraved, painted or embodied – could be found within the church. Such 
writing, however, was often in Latin, but it could also be in English.55 Text could be 
found on fonts and roodscreens, as well as church plate and vestments. Their 
function varied from that of requests for prayers for the souls of the departed to the 
identification of saints (see plates 3.6, 3.7 and Appendix B.4H). 56  During the 
Reformation, text was also re-formed. Latin was no longer the accepted means of 
religious instruction for priest or for people. Where once saints had been named or 
requests for prayers sought, now English text was used solely for the promulgation 
of the reformed gospel. The practice of writing English scripture texts onto church 
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English Medieval Industries: Craftsmen, Techniques, Products, eds. John Blair and Nigel Ramsay, 
(London and Ohio: The Hambledon Press, 1991), 383. 
51
 Plates 3.5A and 3.5B: pews, Great Witchingham. Author‟s own photographs. 
52
 Boxford CWA [transc.], 37. 
53
 Long Melford CWA [transc.], 40.  
54
 Robert Whiting states that occasionally Latin texts were written on the wall, as was the case at 
Long Melford where John 11:26 was written on the Easter Sepulchre. Whiting, Reformation of the 
English Parish Church, 131. This is no longer visible. 
55
 Whiting, Reformation of the English Parish Church, 14-15; David Griffith, “English Commemorative 
Inscriptions: Some Literary Dimensions,” in Memory and Commemoration in Medieval England, eds. 
Caroline M. Barron and Clive Burgess, Proceedings of the 2008 Harlaxton Symposium (Lincolnshire: 
Shaun Tyas, 2010): 251-70. 
56
  Plate 3.6: Roodscreen, detail of Ss Dorothy (left) and Zitha (right) with their names at the base of 
the panels, North Elmham. Plate 3.7: font, detail, Great Witchingham.  Image of St Augustine with the 
Latin text „sis augustinus” underneath the bust. Author‟s own photograph. Wade-Martins, Guide to 
North Elmham, 12. 
102 
 
walls was not required by law until the seventeenth century. 57  Its voluntary 
implementation by parish churches demonstrated their commitment to the 
Reformation. Even though there were now visual representations of the sacred text 
they would not have been readily understood by a largely illiterate congregation. 
Texts functioned differently to pre-Reformation images, but through the time-
honoured practice of reading aloud, these written texts became recognisable and 
formed part of the new “library” for “lewd” men.   
At Boxford for example, a joint venture between priest and people was 
undertaken in 1547/8 to whitewash the walls and replace the painted images with 
scripture texts. It is worth noting that Boxford was under the patronage of the Crown, 
and so prompt action to remove wall paintings may not be entirely surprising.58 The 
churchwardens spent a total of 25s. 6d. for the “wrytynge of bothe sydys of the 
churche”, for the sexton Thomas Forbye “for helpynge of the Wryghter of the 
churche to make hys stagynge” and for getting permission from their parson “for 
whytynge of the chancell”.59 In 1547/8 the churchwardens of North Elmham, the 
church being under the patronage (by this time) of the heirs of Thomas Cromwell, 
dutifully paid a part payment of 20s. “for [the] whytyng of [the] Chyrche”.60  What is 
revealing here is that North Elmham church is larger than Boxford, so either the 
North Elmham churchwardens struck a good deal or they had fewer painted images 
on their walls to paint over. The transcribed accounts end in 1577/8 and there is no 
record of English scripture texts being written on the church walls. Despite the lack of 
evidence in the churchwardens accounts, the remains of a portion of English black 
letter text, which is possibly the Creed, is present on one section of the wall. 
Unfortunately we cannot determine when this was originally done (see plate 3.8 and 
Appendix B.4I).61 In 1547/8 Long Melford also undertook the process of “making of 
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the stagys for the painter & wryter” and “wrytyng of chyrche & chappelles” in its 
expansive interior, at the considerable cost of £2 0s. 8d.62 This payment may have 
included the Clopton chantry chapel, which was extensively covered in wall paintings 
and English and Latin texts and at some point was whitewashed (see plate 3.9 and 
Appendix B.1G).63 It is possible that the churchwardens Wylliam Dyke and Wylliam 
Marchall came up against the influence of the Clopton family in the process of re-
ordering their church for reformed worship. As such the family may have allowed the 
churchwardens to whitewash the painted images, but forbid them to whitewash or 
destroy the text. Given that the space also became defunct as a result of the 
disestablishment of chantries in 1547, the churchwardens may have thought it best 
to comply with the family‟s wishes. Through the sound of the minister preaching from 
an English Bible at the pulpit and the sight of those same words on the walls that 
surrounded the faith community as they sat together, sola scriptura was not only an 
audible idea, but was also  fast becoming a sensory reality. 
 
 
3.1.2 From Stone Altars to Wooden Tables 
 
The most significant liturgical re-ordering of the church interior happened within the 
chancel. It occurred as a result of the rejection of transubstantiation in the sacrament 
of the Mass and the adoption of a “doctrine of remembrance” in the Holy Communion. 
The Mass and the doctrine of transubstantiation was at the core of Roman Catholic 
theology and worship. The Elevation of the Host was the high point of the Mass and 
the transformation of the bread and wine into the literal body and blood of Christ were 
the high points of both clerical and lay devotion. At this moment the sacrificial offering 
of Christ‟s body and blood for the salvation of souls was made a reality. The Mass 
was depicted on fonts (see plate 3.10), its liturgical paraphernalia and objects of 
devotion were embroidered onto vestments (see plate 3.11) and altar cloths and 
incorporated into memorial brasses (see plate 3.12 and Appendix B.2J).64 As we 
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observed in chapter 2 the demarcation of church space gave prime place to the Mass 
and to the priest who officiated. The roodscreen framed the Elevation for the 
congregation and services taking place at side altars had to time their Elevations so 
as to not distract from the ritual at the high altar.  
The radical theological shift from a sacrificial Mass to a doctrine of 
remembrance under Edward VI and the equally radical shift in the nature of reformed 
material culture made a profound impact on the way in which faith communities 
experienced communal worship within the parish church.65  It was the combination of 
theological change and the re-ordering of the parish church that enabled the 
Reformation to become a reality for faith communities in the Diocese of Norwich. For 
the English reformers the Mass was the central doctrine of popery. Thus the Mass 
and its accompanying material culture were seen as the perversion of true worship 
and anathema to true faith. As Catherine Davies comments, for the English reformers, 
„[t]rue worship ascended to heaven in spirit, but if Christ was present in the flesh then 
worship had to remain earthbound, and indeed the “sacrificing priesthood” “plucked 
Christ down” from heaven to make this possible.‟ 66  John Bon, like many of his 
counterparts both real and fictitious, argued that the doctrine of transubstantiation 
had no scriptural foundation. In the final moments of his conversation with Mast 
Person, John Bon does not mince words: 
 
By my trueth mast parson I lyke full wel your talke 
But masse me no more messinges. The right way wil I walke 
For thoughe I haue no learning yet I know chese fr[om] chalke 
And [su]che can perceiue your muggling as crafty as ye walke 
But leue your deuilish masse & [the] communi[on] to you take 
And the will Christ [with] you eu[er] for his promise sake67 
 
By my truth mast parson I like full well your talk 
But mass me no more messings. The right way will I walk 
For though I have no learning yet I know cheese from chalk 
And such can perceive your muggling as crafty as ye walk 
But leave your devilish mass & [the] communi[on] to you take 
And the will Christ [with] you ever for his promise sake 
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John does not leave the priest with any alternative, but exhorts him to adopt the 
communion service in order to receive the blessings of Christ. It was an exhortation 
that would have aroused the ire of both Roman Catholic priests and parishioners 
alike.  
The shift from Mass to Holy Communion brought about a shift in the reception 
of the elements of bread and wine. This reception changed from the Roman Catholic 
practice of the priest consuming both the bread and wine and the laity receiving only 
the consecrated Host at Easter to the reformed practice of receiving symbolically 
both the commemorative bread and wine, several times a year. 68  In the 1547 
parliamentary act „An Acte against suche as shall unreverentlie speake against the 
Sacrament of the bodie and bloude of Christe com[m]onlie called the Sacrament of 
the Altar, and for receiving therof in bothe Kyndes‟, the lay practice of receiving only 
the Host was overturned. Now the congregation was to receive the “saide blessed 
Sacrament... under bothe kyndes of Breade and Wyne” as did the disciples at the 
Last Supper. 69  This was the start of the dismantling of the demarcation, both 
theologically and liturgically, between priest and people. Furthermore, the lay 
congregation now came into regular contact with a sacred object that was previously 
a rare occurrence. Across the country, parishes were being united by a new service 
of remembrance in the form of a meal. At the same time parish communities 
experienced a new symbolic element of community, by partaking of wine from a 
single cup, a cup that had previously been the sole preserve of the priest (see plate 
3.13) 70 The 1549 Prayer Book retained the sign of the cross over bread and wine, 
indicating „the ability of words to transform things‟, but this was dropped from the 
1552 Prayer Book.71  
The shift from mass to remembrance also resulted in the radical removal of 
the stone altar that was replaced with a wooden communion table.72 Roman Catholic 
canon law stipulated that the table, or mensa, of the altar be made of stone, as it 
symbolised „Christ‟s sarcophagus [thus] making each altar a Jerusalem.‟ 73  The 
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replacement of the stone altar with a wooden communion table, the new location of 
the communion table, the way both priest and congregation interacted with the 
communion table and the language in which that service was conducted underpinned 
the “doctrine of remembrance”. The material culture of the Reformation, like that of 
Roman Catholicism, determined not only what objects should be used, but also 
where such objects should be located. This radically changed the way in which priest 
and people partook of this sacred feast. The parish no longer came together to 
witness Christ‟s sacrifice on a stone altar, but instead gathered around the “Lord‟s 
table” in a collective commemorative service of remembrance. This can be seen in a 
comparison between the language of the 1549 Prayer Book and the 1552 Prayer 
Book. The heading for the Mass in the 1549 Prayer Book – „The Supper of the Lorde 
and The Holy Communion, Commonly Called the Masse‟ – appears to encapsulate a 
two-fold strategy designed by Archbishop Thomas Cranmer, the mastermind behind 
the Prayer Books, to ease parishes into the reformed practice of Holy Communion. It 
was a strategy that took a gentle approach with priests in order to maintain their 
loyalty. At the same time this strategy presented a clear reformed doctrine to the 
congregation so that they would be in no doubt as to the position of the Crown. In the 
priests‟ instructions for the Holy Communion the word “altar” is given preferential 
treatment as it is used at the time of the preparation and blessing of the elements. At 
the same time the reformed descriptions “Lordes table” or “gods boord” are only used 
in the opening remarks and just prior to reception.74 But crucially in the words said to 
the laity these reformed phrases are used during the most poignant moment at the 
exhortation and the prayer prior to partaking of the bread and wine.75 Like the English 
texts that were painted on the church walls, the most important service in the church 
calendar was now spoken for the first time in English – the language of the English 
Reformation. 
The 1549 edition also suggests that the altar should remain in a north-south or 
“sacrificial” position, as it had been throughout the medieval period. At the same time 
the priest still faced east with his back to the congregation at the crucial moment of 
the prayer over the elements prior to reception.76 Before the first Collect is delivered 
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the priest is instructed to stand “humbly afore the middle of the Altar”.77 If the priest 
was to stand before an east-west positioned table in the middle, he would not be in 
the best position to serve, as the implements for communion would be at a distance 
from him. Moreover those parishioners who were receiving communion were 
instructed to “tary... in the quire or some convenient place nigh the quire, the men on 
the one side, and the women on the other side.”78 Crucially, the demarcation of the 
sacred space of the chancel from the nave was gradually being eroded as 
parishioners advanced in hierarchal order beyond the roodscreen to join with their 
priest near the altar.79 In a similar vein, the visitation articles for the Diocese of 
Norwich published in 1549, but, presumably, undertaken in 1552 by Cranmer when 
the bishopric was vacant, used the term “high altare” rather than communion table, 
although appropriately used the term “holy communion” rather than Mass.80 
Diarmaid MacCulloch claims, without explanation, that there was no difference 
between the „eucharistic theology‟ of the 1549 and the 1552 editions of the Prayer 
Book.81 Yet the way in which communion was to be celebrated according to the 1552 
Prayer Book certainly marked it out from its predecessor and affirmed what was to 
become established practice in both reformed faith and liturgical practice. 82  The 
priest was to ensure that: 
 
The Table hauyng at the Communion tyme a fayre white lynnen clothe upon it, 
shall stande in the body of the Churche, or in the chauncell, where the Morning 
prayer and Euening Prayer be appointed to bee sayde. And the Priest standying 
at the north side of the Table, shall say the Lordes prayer, with the Collects 
folowinge.83 
 
The Table having at the Communion time a fair white linen cloth upon it, shall 
stand in the body of the Church, or in the chancel, where the Morning prayer and 
Evening prayer be appointed to be said. And the Priest standing at the north side 
of the Table, shall say the Lord‟s Prayer, with the Collects following. 
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In the liturgical change from stone altar to wooden table and from mass to meal, the 
1552 Prayer Book is very explicit as to where the communion table ought to be 
located, that is in the chancel or the nave. At the same time the implements were 
also changed. The table is also adorned in a plainer fashion than it once was. Under 
the 1552 Prayer Book the “fayer white lynnen clothe” replaced the heavily 
embroidered altar cloths and frontals and the plain communion cup and paten 
replaced the “paten... Chalice, or els...some faire or conveniente cup”. 84  The 
repositioning of the table from the chancel into the nave simultaneously made the 
roodscreen redundant, which up until this point had been the primary object that 
segregated the chancel from the nave and the priest from the people. The word “altar” 
is also gone from both the instructions to priests and in the words to parishioners. No 
doubt this reflects Edward‟s, or Cranmer‟s, commitment to reformed doctrine.  
For at least some eminent English clerics - Bishop Ridley in St Paul‟s Cathedral 
and Archbishop Holgate of York - there was an association between a communion 
table and that table being positioned in a table-wise or east-west position. Around 
March 1551 Ridley 
 
altered the lords table that stoode where the high aulter was, and he removed 
the table beneth the steepps into the middes of the upper quire in Poules, and 
sett the endes east and west, the priest standing in the middest at the 
communion on the south side of the bord.85 
 
But there appears to have been no nation-wide legislation to re-orientate the 
communion table from its pre-Reformation north-south position to a table-wise or 
east-west position. Unfortunately Kenneth Fincham and Nicholas Tyacke do not 
address this issue in their book Altars Restored.86 The 1552 Prayer Book stipulated 
that the priest stand on the north side. This is the only instruction that may suggest 
an east-west orientation, but it is far from clear. The lack of legislation suggests that 
for some reason Edward, or Cranmer, avoided making a decision and thus left it to 
individual parishes to decide for themselves. 
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In the 1550 visitation articles for the London Diocese, Bishop John Ridley 
specified that all stone altars be removed and replaced with wooden tables so that 
“godly unity... be observed in all our Diocese”.87 It appears that this requirement was 
to deal with the pre-emptive actions in several London parishes that had already 
removed their altars and replaced them with wooden tables. These parishes did not 
need a mandate from the Crown in order to implement their reformed convictions. 
The same directive was also adopted in the Diocese of Gloucester in 1551 and 
Salisbury in 1553.88 In fact we know that several parish churches in London – such 
as St Leonard in Eastcheap (1548), St James Garlickhithe (1548), All Hallows 
London Wall (1549), St John Walbrock (1549), St Andrew Hubbard (1550), St Mary 
Magdalene Milk Street (1550) - and elsewhere, including the Diocese of Norwich (as 
we will see), had already started throwing out their altars as early as 1548 and 
replacing them with reformed communion tables.89 Fincham and Tyacke observe that 
one fifth of the English parishes for which churchwardens‟ accounts survive record 
replacing their altars with wooden tables by the end of 1549. Given the low survival 
rate for accounts for the Edwardian period, it is likely that the percentage was much 
higher.90  
The churchwardens‟ accounts for North Elmham provide an in-depth example 
of how a parish actively responded to the doctrine of remembrance. Given that the 
heirs of Thomas Cromwell had the right of presentment, it may not be entirely 
surprising that the faith community of North Elmham was keen to reform. 91 In 1548/9 
the churchwardens Richard Rust[i]n and John Pers commissioned Wyll[ia]m Tylney  
for “[the] Colouryng of [the] panes of [the] Table at [the] Hygh Aulter”.92 This may 
have been the credence table used to place the elements before the communion, 
rather than a communion table. Two years later in 1550/1 North Elmham fervently 
began the process of re-ordering their chancel and re-forming their altar table. 
William Franckelyn and Henry Rustin, the churchwardens for this year sought the 
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help of Wyll[ia]m Fyncke to “pull down the Aulter” free of charge. The stone altar was 
now removed from the chancel floor and was ready to be modified for reformed 
worship. The churchwardens then spent 2s. 6d. for “taking down [the] backe of [the] 
hye Aulter”. This was probably a reredos used as a devotional aid for the priest 
during Mass. The above payment also covered the cost of “trymyng” the high altar 
and setting it up “in the myde of [the] quire”. With the change from Mass to meal and 
sacrifice to remembrance the parish decided that the stone mensa was no longer 
suited for the reformed service. Thus the churchwardens commissioned the altar 
stone to be removed and possibly replaced with a wooden top. Next the 
churchwardens paid 9d. for the “new Aulter” and the, presumably new, “mynystryng 
Table” to be whitened.93 This may have been the painting of the new wooden top and 
possibly a credence table, perhaps to make them a matching pair. Reduced in size 
and significantly modified the altar was now of a suitable dimension to be relocated to 
the choir in order for the communicants to partake of that holy meal.  
In the following year, however, it appears that the parishioners decided that 
this modified altar simply would not do. In 1551/2 the churchwardens Herry Rust[i]n 
and Rychard Franckelyng sold the “olde Ault[ar]” and purchased a new “Mynystryng 
Table in the Quyere”.94 Unlike previous uses of the term ministering table that may 
have referred to the credence table, it is probable that this is a wooden communion 
table. In the same year the churchwardens spent 5s. on a new “Carpet Cloth th[a]t 
lyeth vpon [the] Mynysteryng Table”. 95  Edward‟s command that all the material 
culture of Roman Catholicism be removed so that even the memory of them is gone, 
came to fruition in the chancel of North Elmham. In 1551/2 the churchwardens paid 
4d. for “whyghtyng [the] wall wher [the] Hey Aul[ter] was before” thus removing all 
evidence of its existence. 96  North Elmham was not alone in its pre-emptive 
implementation of a reformed communion service. In 1547 the churchwardens of 
Long Melford paid 1s. 2d. “for the taking down of the funt & the hyghe altar”, although 
there is no record of a a communion table being purchased.97  Tilney All Saints 
demonstrated its support for the Reformation with the pre-emptive sale of its altar in 
1548/9 and the installation of a table by at least 1549 when it paid 3d. for “syse & for 
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chawke for the table(y)”.98 Boxford too was not going to lag behind the Crown‟s 
decision to tread carefully. In 1548/9 the churchwardens purchased “ii trestells & a 
bourde” to be placed “in the chauncell”.99 It is possible that this seating was provided 
for communicants whilst they waited to kneel at the point of reception.100 But it is 
equally possible that some remained seated whilst they received the bread and wine. 
But it was not only the furniture and plate that was moved and replaced. Both 
priest and people were likewise repositioned. The 1549 edition of the Prayer Book 
took a moderate approach and the difference is almost indistinguishable, save for the 
absence of the Elevation from the Mass celebrated only a year before. At the point 
where the Elevation would have taken place, the priest, dressed in a plain “white 
Albe, with a vestment or cope”, is instructed to remain facing the altar, but “without 
any elevation, or showing the Sacrament to the people.” 101  For the first time 
communicants were in closer proximity to the blessing of the bread and wine, but it 
was still not in full view. This problem was resolved by the 1552 Prayer Book that saw 
both priest and people occupy the same liturgical space during Holy Communion. For 
the first time Holy Communion was celebrated in full view of all communicants. The 
priest was repositioned and required to stand “at the north side of the Table”, and so 
facing south and not east. This requirement is also significant as the north side was 
traditionally understood to be the Gospel side and it was here that the pulpit was 
often positioned. 102  This not only allowed easy access to the pulpit, but, more 
importantly, it also made a symbolic link between Holy Communion and the Word. 
The 1552 Prayer Book also simplified the dress code for parish priests. The alb, 
vestment and cope were banned and they were replaced by a plain white surplice.103  
Even though the theology, form and location of Holy Communion differed 
significantly from the Mass, the required physical gestures of communicants did not. 
Parishioners were consistently required to reverently kneel when they received the 
bread and wine. In the 1549 Prayer Book communicants were instructed to “mekely” 
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kneel on their knees before “gods boord”.104 For reformers this was too similar to 
Roman Catholic practice. Therefore some parishes defied this directive and set about 
installing seats around the communion table. Given this contentious issue the 1552 
Prayer Book strongly emphasized that the act of kneeling did not constitute idolatry. 
Its famous „black rubric‟ made the point that the bread and wine were no longer the 
literal body and blood of Christ, but “remayne styll in theyr verye naturall 
substaunces”.105 Nevertheless this act would become a bone of contention for radical 
Protestants throughout the remainder of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  
The parishioners of North Elmham appear to fall into this category. In 1550/1 
the churchwardens paid 3d. to the clerk‟s wife “for A mat to lye befor [the] Table of 
[the] Lord to knele on.”106 But in the same spirit that drove the parishioners to remove 
their modified altar and replace it with a wooden communion table, the parish also 
decided that kneeling amounted to idolatry and thus provided seating for its 
communicants. In 1551/2, the same year that the new communion table was 
purchased, the churchwardens paid 2d. “for [the] setyng of A longe forme stondyng in 
[the] cha[n[sell for to syt in vpon in [the] tyme of the [the] Co]m]munyo[n].”107 Despite 
the fact that the parish purchased the mandatory 1552 Prayer Book in 1553, the 
churchwardens continued to ignore the directive on kneeling and in the same year 
spent 21d. “ffor Sooles for the seyd [Ministering] Table”.108  
In one theological sweep the stone altar was replaced with a moveable 
wooden communion table that could be positioned either in the chancel or in the 
nave. Priest and people now inhabited the same physical and liturgical space and all 
ate and drank from the same holy plate and cup. The clear demarcation of spaces 
increasingly become superfluous as the renovation of the sacred was gathering 
momentum. 
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3.1.3 And the Images Came Tumbling Down 
 
Supporters of the English Reformation did not limit their assault on the Roman 
Catholic faith and its material culture just with the promotion of the English Bible and 
the reformed service of Holy Communion. The re-formation of the parish church and 
its material culture was thorough. No stone was left unturned. Based on their 
interpretation of the second commandment, like the Lollard heretics before them, 
English reformers had condemned the use of images and by default the doctrine of 
intercession to the saints, for which images were a devotional tool. The second 
commandment states: 
 
Thou shalt make the no grauen ymage, nether any similitude [that] is in heau[n]e 
aboue, ether in the erth beneth, or in [the] waters vnder the erth. Thou shalt not 
worshyppe them, nether serue them: for I the Lorde thy God, am a gelouse 
God...109 
 
Like the Mass, images were seen as anathema to reformed religion and how it ought 
to be practised – a religion that was based on, and stimulated, by neither splendour 
nor amazement, but through understanding the Bible. Stuart Clark argues that: „[l]ate 
medieval piety invested heavily in the sense of sight, supported by visual theories 
that gave eye-contact with objects of devotion a virtually tactile quality. Seeing the 
elevated host, the crucifix, or other sacred images meant touching them with one‟s 
own visual rays or being touched by theirs. Sight itself became spiritually efficacious, 
a direct and immediate engagement with the sacred.‟110 This explains why some 
reformers believed images could have such a powerful hold over people, making 
their removal imperative.111  
The attack on images resulted in the most extensive transformation of the 
parish church (see plate 3.14).112 In the pre-Reformation period church interiors, and 
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a lesser extent church exteriors, were awash with images. Almost every conceivable 
surface – walls, windows, roodscreens, niches, altars, cloths, fonts, ceilings – 
depicted images or statues of the saints, the Virgin or Christ.113 Margaret Aston aptly 
remarks that „the sheer act of removing the cult image from the place where it has 
stood time out of mind, shattered its miraculous power just as devastatingly as its 
physical breaking.‟114 On 17 September 1547 the mayor of Norwich lamented: “a 
great matter... concerning diverse curates and other idle persons within the city, 
which hath unlawfully and without authority and commandment enterprised to rifle 
churches, pulling down images and bearing them away.”115 While parishes may have 
received some degree of leniency from the Crown over the role of the scriptures and 
Holy Communion, there was no leniency over images. Without little apparent thought 
for those among the faith community who were sympathetic towards images, 
parishes pulled down, destroyed or defaced the material markers of Roman 
Catholicism, objects that were no longer to be theirs.  
 Even Henry VIII was concerned with the correct use of images. The Royal 
Injunctions of 1536 condemned the practice of pilgrimages and, by default, cast a 
sceptical light on the use of images.116 In a proclamation of 1538 Henry VIII was 
happy for congregations to commemorate all the “laudable ceremonies heretofore 
used in the Church of England” - such as creeping to the cross on Good Friday, the 
bearing of candles upon Purification Day and churchings – but, once again, “without 
superstition”.117 This caveat was also extended to the use of liturgical objects, such 
as holy bread or the making of wooden crosses on Palm Sunday, which are 
“supersticiously abused” by the belief that such objects have the power “to put away 
synnes, drive away deuilles, deamons and phantasies”.118 Thus it is no surprise that 
in his publication The King‟s Book (1543) Henry VIII approved of the role of images 
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within the church “to be as books for unlearned people”, but with the theological 
caveat that no “godly honour” is given to them. 119  In this text, Henry VIII was 
attempting to bring the clerical debate of dulia and latria to a lay audience.  
The continuation of the veneration of images motivated Edward VI to act 
decisively. By the time he came to the throne congregations across the country were 
in no doubt as to his stance on images. For Edward VI images were nothing more 
than idolatry, and the 1547 Royal Injunctions ordered parishes across the country to 
“take down, or cause to be taken down, and destroy the same...that they shall take 
away, utterly extinct, and destroy... so that there remain no memory of the same”.120 
For congregations hearing this directive for the first time in church, with the very 
images now condemned in their line of sight, must have been quite a shock 
regardless of one‟s own theological position. At the same service their priest would 
have informed parishioners that the same condemnation was also extended to 
church and churchyard processions, ceremonies and other auxiliary activity, such as 
creeping to the cross, “kissing, kneeling, decking of the same images”, since it was 
said that all such practices had no foundation in scripture.121 From this point onwards 
the procession that parishioners had previously witnessed just a short while before, 
with all the material culture of Roman Catholicism, was now considered idolatry. 
Idolatry was a term which was not unfamiliar to them. The telling of the stories of 
saints‟ lives had recounted how pagan idols had been destroyed in the name of God 
and Christianity. Now parishioners were the pagans, “led and seduced by a common 
error and abuse crept into the Church”.122 On the other hand for those that had their 
misgivings about such superstitious practices, they may well have thought that their 
time for action and the destruction of images had come. If such congregations were 
in any doubt, they would have been reassured by the 1549 visitation articles for the 
Diocese of Norwich that inquired: “whether they haue heretofore declared to their 
parishioners any thing to the extolling or setting foorthe of pylgremages, relykes, or 
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Images, or lyghtyng of candles, kyssyng, kneeling, deckynge of the same Images, or 
any such superstition, and haue not openly recanted and reproued the same.”123  
In case anyone needed further motivation for iconoclasm a poem against 
idolatry, included in Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments for his history of 1540, provided an 
added incentive and called its audience to destroy these images. One of these 
images was the Rood of Grace, probably the Boxley Rood of Grace – the mechanical 
image of Christ destroyed in 1538.124  The other was the image of Our Lady at 
Walsingham, a pilgrimage site at Little Walsingham, Norfolk125 
 
Now the rode is dead, 
And can not her wed, 
Death gaue his sore a stroke, 
That it cost him his lyfe, 
And lost hym his wife, 
The richest of all Northfolke... 
But now may we see, 
What Goddes they be, 
Euen puppets, mammats and elfes: 
Throw them downe thryse, 
They cannot aryse, 
Not ones, to help them selues.... 
For they [the Pope and his Proctors] were the soldiers 
Of those idols and wonders, 
In euery Abbey and Towne 
Like a sight of false Deacons: 
Wherfore all men rekyns, 
For suche juglyng, they shall downe.126 
     
    Now the rood is dead, 
    And cannot her wed, 
     Death gave his sore a stroke, 
    That it cost him his life, 
    And lost him his wife, 
     The richest of all Norfolk... 
    But now may we see, 
    What Gods they be, 
     Even puppets, mammats and elfs: 
    Throw them down thrice, 
    They cannot arise, 
     Not once, to help themselves 
    For they [the Pope and his Proctors] were the soldiers 
                                                          
123
 CoE - Articles to be inquired... in the byshopricke of Norwiche (1549).  EEBO. 
124
 Scott Lightsey, “The paradox of transcendent machines in the demystification of the Boxley Christ,” 
Postmedieval: A Journal of Medieval Cultural Studies, 1 (2010). Web access: http://www.palgrave-
journals.com/pmed/journal/v1/n1/full/pmed201014a.html  
125
 Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, 79, 385. See also The Shrine of Our Lady of Walsingham. Web: 
http://www.walsinghamanglican.org.uk/the_shrine/index.htm. Accessed 12 November 2012.  
126
 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, V, 405, 408, 409.  
117 
 
    Of those idols and wonders, 
     In every Abbey and Town 
    Like a sight of false Deacons: 
    Wherefore all men reckons, 
     For such juggling, they shall down. 
 
Reformers believed that they were „fighting a war against Antichrist‟ and thus „the 
destruction of images, like the destruction of church buildings, could be regarded as 
a necessary part of the conflict – diminishing the habitat of the enemy‟ and the 
emblems of Roman Catholicism.127  For parishioners who had yet to make up their 
minds, such scenes would have been quite overwhelming.  
All the Norfolk and Suffolk churches used in this study still reveal evidence of 
iconoclasm. It is difficult to know for certain whether the iconoclasm occurred during 
the mid-sixteenth century or during the second wave of iconoclasm of the mid-
seventeenth century. But given the strong iconoclastic emphasis during the reigns of 
both Edward VI and Elizabeth I, it is unlikely that many of the images survived 
beyond the early 1560s. We have already seen how some parishes whitewashed 
over the images on church walls and replaced them with English scriptures. There 
were also several other ways in which iconoclasm was carried out, ranging from total 
destruction or removal, defacement, the voluntary removal of permissible objects 
and the (often forced) sale of objects. On occasion the churchwardens‟ accounts can 
be matched with the remains of physical evidence. It is here that one can start to get 
a glimpse of the flurry of the work of Reform. Yet not all destruction came with a 
financial cost. Consequently the physical evidence of such activity has survived 
without a written record and serves as the sole witness to the dramatic events that 
occurred in these parishes. 
 Several parish communities – Boxford, Long Melford and North Elmham – 
carried out voluntary iconoclasm alongside the mandatory removal of the now 
banned images and objects. This also shows that despite having powerful patrons, 
parishioners could still act on their own. In the case of Long Melford during the late 
1540s, it was none other than Princess Mary.128 In 1546/7 the churchwardens of 
Boxford received 11s. 3d. from the sale of several “tabarnaculls in the chyrche & for 
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the roodloft”.129 Tabernacles were decorative canopies that were placed over an altar 
or choir stalls. As Boxford church had images and a choir, it is possible that the 
tabernacles that were sold could have been used for both purposes. The parish was 
prompt in obeying the 1547 injunction to remove all superstitious images from within 
the church, along with the tabernacles. But it is less clear why they sold the roodloft, 
for there was no directive to do so until the Royal Order of Elizabeth I in 1561.130 We 
can surmise that the parish decided that it was best to remove all overt remnants of 
“popery” (perhaps the roodscreen excepted) (see plates 3.15A, 3.15B and Appendix 
B.5H).131 Yet this was not the end of Boxford‟s reforming zeal.  In 1549/50 the 
churchwardens paid 8d. to Forby for “havynge down the awlters”, which may have 
included those dedicated to St Zitha and St Uncumber.132 Furthermore, at the east 
end of the south aisle was a chapel and it was home to four images housed in 
canopied niches, and these too were removed (see plate 3.16 and Appendix 
B.5E).133  
In a similar vein Long Melford also went beyond the legislated changes to re-
order their church for reformed worship, which probably made those sympathetic to 
Roman Catholicism, like the Martyns and the Cloptons, rather irate. In 1547-8 the 
churchwardens, William Dyke and William Marchall, paid 1s. 2d for the removal of 
the “funt & the hyghe alter”.134 The removal of the high altar before 1552 is a clear 
indication of reforming zeal, and it is clear that there were some in Long Melford 
keen on reform. The voluntary removal of the font at the same time supports this fact. 
There is a tradition that the fifteenth-century font currently located in the church was 
found in a local garden. If so, it may well be the font that was removed in 1547/8. 
The current font does not have any carved images (see plate 3.17 and Appendix 
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BA).135 It is likely that it would have had painted images, which may have resulted in 
the font being removed. Most churches retained their fonts regardless. After the 
Reformation, fonts continued to play an important liturgical role within the lives of the 
faith community. It was at the font, in the sacrament of baptism, that babies officially 
entered the flock of the faithful. Fonts were strategically placed (for the most part) at 
the west or south-west end of the church, making fonts the first major piece of 
furnishing that parishioners would see upon entering the church through the south 
porch. In contrast, other parish communities defaced their fonts, where they were 
turned into visual representations of the futility of images. For example the late 
fifteenth-century Great Witchingham font is one several seven-sacrament fonts that 
were defaced during the Reformation period.136 Even though significant traces of 
paint remain there is not one figure whose face has remained intact (see plate 
3.18).137 As Joseph Koerner remarks: „[d]effacement leaves behind a face....The 
erased eyes, mouth, and hands display the objects‟ impotence, as blind, mute and 
anonymous stone.‟138 On each of the eight panels and around the stem of the Great 
Witchingham font, most of the hands and all the faces have been removed.  
Just as Boxford and Long Melford voluntarily removed their roodlofts and 
fonts, North Elmham also removed parts of its liturgical space. Prior to the 
Reformation any consecrated wine was disposed of via the piscina. This was a small 
hole located in a canopied niche within the chancel that drained through the church 
wall and down into the churchyard. The piscina allowed the priest to dispose of any 
remaining consecrated water into the consecrated earth below without defiling the 
elements with his hands. 139  The 1552 Prayer Book stated that touching of the 
elements was no longer considered sacrilegious and if there remained any bread 
and wine after the service “the Curate shal haue it to hys owne use”, thus making the 
piscina redundant.140 In 1552/3 it appears that the churchwardens of North Elmham 
made this rubric a physical reality in the chancel and paid 12d. “for fyllyng of s[er]ten 
                                                          
135
 Plate 3.17: font, Long Melford. Author‟s own photograph. 
136
 It seems that neither William Dowsing nor his men visited Great Witchingham. This parish is not 
discussed in Trevor Cooper‟s analysis of William Dowsing‟s journal. See Trevor Cooper, ed. The 
Journal of William Dowsing: Iconoclasm in East Anglia during the English Civil War (Suffolk: The 
Boydell Press in association with Ecclesiological Society, 2001). “St Mary‟s Parish Church Great 
Witchingham, Norfolk (nd), 3. 
137
 Plate 3.18: font, Great Witchingham, Norfolk. Author‟s own photograph. 
138
 Koerner, Reformation of the Image, 106, 108. 
139
 Francis Bond, The Chancel of English Churches (London: Oxford University Press, 1916), 143. 
140
 The First and Second Prayer Books of Edward VI, 392. 
120 
 
holes in [the] walls of the Chansell”, namely the piscina (see plate 3.19 and Appendix 
B.4J).141  
The filling in of the piscina was not the only iconoclasm carried out at North 
Elmham. At some point the roodscreen was defaced and removed, but the 
churchwardens‟ accounts record no cost, and therefore no date. There was no 
requirement to remove the roodscreen, but given that the North Elmham roodscreen 
was likely covered in images of various saints it may have been problematic. In 1882 
the parish reconstructed the lower section of the roodscreen and restored it to its 
original location in the choir (see plate 3.20A and Appendix B.4H). 142  This 
reconstruction is made up of panels from either the original roodscreen or the 
original parclose screens that had been used as floorboards with the images facing 
downwards. The fact that the reconstructed roodscreen bears the marks of 
iconoclasm on the defaced images of the saints‟ faces (see plate 3.20B) and that it 
was also removed, suggests that defacement may not have been sufficient for this 
faith community. 143  The problematic nature of images in this community is also 
demonstrated by their treatment of painted cloths. In 1548/9 the churchwardens paid 
14d. to William Tlyney “for payntyng of [the] clothes hangyng before [the] quere & the 
Sepulchre also”.144 Presumably Tylney painted over the images that were therein 
depicted, but one wonders why the cloths were not just removed instead.  
In many parishes numerous Roman Catholic paraphernalia was not destroyed 
but sold. The 1547 injunctions not only condemned images, shrines and their 
coverings, but also candlesticks, rolls of wax and “all other monuments [of] 
superstition.”145   The 1552 Prayer Book stipulated that the sacred objects for Holy 
Communion be reduced to a single cup and its paten and a plain white linen cloth. As 
a result much of the pre-Reformation plate and cloth was also condemned and 
therefore redundant. The 1547 Royal Injunctions had allowed parishes to use the 
sale of condemned goods for the care of the poor and the upkeep of their church, 
“except by the King‟s majesty‟s authority it be otherwise appointed”. 146  But it is 
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possible that parish response was slow, leading Edward to order several 
commissions to ascertain the state of church goods in 1547, 1549 and 1552. But it 
was the 1552 commission that ordered parishes to surrender their „ready money, 
plate and jewels‟ to the Master of the King‟s Jewel House, save two chalices, suitable 
coverings for the communion table, and surplices for ministers.147  Duffy comments 
that the commissioners „were given draconian powers‟ to ensure support from local 
officials and parishioners, but some commissioners, such as in Kent, were reluctant 
to act promptly. 148  The commissions also provided a similar allowance for both 
commissioners and parishes to act according to their discretion.149 
In order to avoid handing over valuable church plate to the Crown, parishes 
sold off much of their church plate as well as other items of variable value. It is 
difficult to determine whether the motivation for the sale of church goods was 
theological or pragmatic. One motivation was a fear of the Crown getting its hands on 
the church valuables. Reformation zeal was also another motivation to sell of parish 
valuables. A third motivation was the protection of church goods by selling them to 
sympathetic buyers in the hope that one day they could be restored to their rightful 
place. If money could be gained to benefit the parish then all the better. The truth 
probably lies somewhere amongst all three, with the net result being the same.  
The churchwardens‟ accounts for Long Melford include a very detailed 
description regarding the sale of items in 1547/8 and they demonstrate that all three 
possibilities were at work. The parish was well endowed with church plate and other 
liturgical objects (as its earlier inventories testify), and the accounts show that it may 
well have dutifully done a clean sweep of its parish church according to the 1547 
injunctions to remove all objects of superstition. In 1547/8 its brass (which may have 
included various items of church plate and monumental brasses) weighing 340 lbs., 
and three processional bells were sold for a total of £2 16s. 9d. In 1549/50 the 
churchwardens conducted a further sale of brass weighing 35 lbs for 6s. 9d.  
Yet the poor condition of some of the items suggests that their use had earlier 
waned. Its cloth, which included a Boy Bishop‟s vestments “greately eatyn with 
mothes”, various white and stained cloths, and cloths from the Our Lady chapel 
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“sumwhat perysshyd”, was sold for the sum of £1 12s.150 Amongst the many saints‟ 
festivals that were celebrated prior to the Reformation was that of St Nicholas‟s Day 
on 6 December. One of the highlights of this festival was dressing up a boy in 
bishop‟s vestments. On this day, the privileged boy would carry out priestly duties 
and exercise rule over the seniors in his parish. Such festivities were associated with 
the idea of the “world turned upside down”, as well as Biblical references to 
children.151 In the sale of the moth-eaten boy-bishop‟s vestments, the parishioners of 
Long Melford were acknowledging that such festivals no longer had a place in their 
faith community. 
Another significant group of items sold in 1547/8 were the various images, 
tables and altars within the church. This included the sale of “the greatest image[s] 
aboute the chyrche & chappelles” and the alabaster altar in the Our Lady chapel to 
Master William Clopton of Kentwell Hall (see plate 3.21 and Appendix B.1K).152 
William Clopton purchased more items from the church than anyone else. David 
Dymond and Clive Paine question to what degree Clopton was doing this to protect 
his family‟s gifts to the church. They also note that several items were returned to the 
church from Kentwell Hall in 1555, but this is not recorded in the accounts.153 The 
sale of images also included the “greate imagys”, the image of St Saviour, the 
“images & the mownte of the high alter, the images dysvygoryd”, “the brokyn crosse 
in the churche yard, with all the stonys” and iron from the high altar.154 This last group 
of items brought into the parish coffers a total of approximately £2 9s.155 The removal 
or destruction of proscribed images and other Roman Catholic paraphernalia was the 
third major attack by early reformers against a religion that was deemed un-biblical 
and therefore ungodly. It was this, perhaps more than the introduction of the English 
Bible and Holy Communion, that most extensively changed the interior and exterior of 
parish churches across the country. 
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3.2 Out with the New and In with the Old156 
 
Any gains that had been made under Edward VI were sharply curtailed in 1553 with 
the ascension of Edward‟s older and staunchly Roman Catholic half-sister, Mary 
Tudor, to the throne. Parishes across the country faced the reality that their churches 
and their faith were about to be re-formed once again. Those individuals within 
parish communities that were committed to reform must have been distraught. At the 
same time, other individuals who were committed to Roman Catholicism must have 
breathed a huge sigh of relief in the hope that their churches and its material culture 
would be restored to their pre-Reformation condition. Mary Tudor certainly had her 
supporters in East Anglia. 157  Holland suggests that in 1552/3 the Cratfield 
churchwardens incurred expenses in guarding Mary I at Framlingham, Suffolk.158 
When the Marian reforms got underway, parishes faced the costly task of 
refurbishing and reorientating their churches for Roman Catholic worship.  It had only 
taken moments to destroy what had taken years for congregations to fundraise, 
purchase and install. Now parishes had to erase the last few years and return their 
churches to a pre-Reformation state.  It was an agenda that was met with a mixed 
response. These responses, no doubt, may have been further influenced by the 
burning of local East Anglians for their Protestant faith. According to an early 
twentieth-century monument in Bury St Edmunds seventeen people from this town 
were burned during Mary‟s reign (see plate 3.22).159 As Mary‟s reign was flanked by 
two Protestant monarchs very little has survived in parish churches from this period. 
Nevertheless, the available churchwardens‟ accounts for the Marian period reveal, 
with varying detail, that parishes made conscious decisions about what to restore or 
what not to replace. In the process of refurbishing their churches for Roman Catholic 
worship the fractures within faith communities started to become evident. It is a 
timely reminder that the process of reform and counter-reform was not 
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straightforward and that it was through the objects of faith that these changes 
became a tangible reality. 
 In August 1553, Mary I repealed much of Edward‟s reforms in “An Acte for the 
Repeale of cetayne Statutes in the time of the Reigne of Kinge Edwarde the 
Syxthe” – the doctrine of remembrance, the removal of Latin service books and 
images, the Book of Common Prayer – stating that they “shalbee from hencsforthe 
utterly repelled voide adnichillate [annihilate] and of none effecte, to all purposes 
construc[ti]ons and intents”. 160  In a separate proclamation of 1553 – “Offering 
Freedom of Conscience; Prohibiting Controversy, Unlicensed Plays, and Printing” - 
Mary I granted a period of clemency, which lasted about seven months. But even 
within this time of reprieve, she forbade her subjects to “move seditions or to stir 
unquietness in her people by interpreting the laws of this realm after their brains and 
fancies”.161  
Surprisingly the 1554 Marian injunctions were rather brief in their instructions 
as to how exactly parish churches were to be refurbished. The essential message 
was that, each church service ought to be returned to its Henrician state.162 The 
injunctions simply stated that “all such holy days and fasting days be observed [as]... 
in the latter time of King Henry VIII.” In addition, “the laudable and honest ceremonies 
which were wont to be used” were to be restored.163 It appears that Mary left it to 
Edmund Bonner, Bishop of London, to clarify her directive for the return to Roman 
Catholic worship. It is possible that articles were written for the Norwich Diocese, but 
they have not survived. In 1554 and 1555 Bonner issued the articles and visitation 
articles for the London Diocese that may have been a template for other diocesan 
articles.164 Nevertheless they give a good indication as to what Mary meant by a 
return to “the old order of the Church”.165  Parishes were required to refurbish their 
churches with the necessary plate, service books, cloths, vestments and stone altar 
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that would have been in use under Henry VIII.166 The Crown attempted to return 
„undefaced‟ goods that were confiscated in 1552-3 back to their parish of origin, but 
this was largely unsuccessful as much of the plate had been melted down and 
ownership was contested.167 The restoration of the rood and whitewashing of walls 
was also required.168 For the most part, parishes complied and these items were duly 
restored.169 In the Diocese of Norwich, we know that some Norwich churches were 
slow to respond.170 The 1555 injunctions for the London Diocese required that the 
bidding of the beads be restored and celebrated in a “decent uniform fashion”.171 The 
bidding of the beads was a pre-Reformation practice when on each Sunday all the 
benefactors of the parish church were prayed for in English. The name of each 
benefactor was compiled in a list, the bede-roll, which was read aloud by the priest 
from the pulpit. 172  By this one act Bonner returned the pulpit back to its pre-
Reformation function. According to Robert Whiting, the restoration of Roman Catholic 
material culture happened only slowly.173 
However, there were several objects and institutions that Mary I did not order 
to be restored. There was no requirement to restore the multitude of images that had 
adorned the windows, walls, aisles and chancels, or to restore relics (and presumably 
pilgrimages) proscribed by Henry VIII, the vessels that contained them or to re-
establish chantries. At the same time, Mary, through Bonner, did not appear to have 
her father‟s restrained enthusiasm for the English Bible, although Bonner did enquire 
as to whether churches had seats and pews “for parishioners to sit in... after the old 
usage and custom”.174 Prior to the Reformation, seating was primarily used for the 
wealthy and the infirm. So it is unclear whether Bonner‟s injunction was a reference 
to this usage or perhaps something else. In 1555, Mary reiterated the 1553 order to 
the remove all English service books and theological texts. Interestingly, no mention 
was made of the English Bible in the injunctions, but Duffy remarks that these were 
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also removed from churches.175 Parishes were not reassured by Bonner when, in his 
book of homilies, he admonished congregations that “they shall haue no cause to 
murmure or grudge, for lake of certayne bokes in the englishe tongue for their 
instruction, or yet for lacke of preachynge unto them”.176 It seems that Mary I wanted 
to re-order the parish church in a way that was distinctly her own: one that was 
neither entirely pre-reformation nor entirely Henrician.  
The churchwardens‟ accounts for three Suffolk parishes show evidence for 
potential disagreement as a result of both Roman Catholic and reformed parishioners 
negotiating the reordering of their shared sacred space for Roman Catholic worship. 
As we have seen, the potential for such disagreement was not just a product of the 
Marian regime. The diverging faith community in the parish of Long Melford, when 
the churchwardens undertook the process of whitewashing the walls in their church 
and chapels under Edward, demonstrate this. In the churchwardens‟ accounts of 
Long Melford, Boxford and Cratfield that record the expenses for re-establishing the 
trappings of Roman Catholic worship, we can get a glimpse of potential moments of 
disagreement between those who supported the return to Roman Catholicism and 
those who did not. 
 Under the rulership of a Roman Catholic queen, the patronage of the Roman 
Catholic Sir William Cordell (Master of the Court of Chancery) and the oversight of 
Roman Catholic churchwardens, Roger Martyn and Richard Clopton, Long Melford 
was refurbished with great fervour for Roman Catholic worship.177 It was only about 
five years earlier that Long Melford was being actively re-formed for reform worship. 
For those in favour of Protestant reform, the tables had now turned. It was these 
individuals that were now considered part of a competing sub-community. No doubt, 
both Martyn and Clopton took great pride making their sizeable purchases of 
vestments, altars cloths, service books and church plate.178 Other items that may 
have been stored away came to light once more. There is no record of a chalice and 
paten being purchased, so it is possible that the priest had continued to use the 
parish‟s pre-Reformation chalice through Edward‟s reign, or it may have been sold to 
a local or kept and returned to the parish. In 1556 8d. was paid to a nun to mend 
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several vestments.179 It is possible that these were pre-Reformation vestments that 
were retained during Edward‟s reign, and were either stored away or had remained in 
use.  
Perhaps the most interesting purchases of all at Long Melford are the images 
that were voluntarily replaced. It demonstrates that some at Long Melford, or at least 
one of its powerful patrons the Clopton family, were firm supporters of the Roman 
Catholic faith. In 1553/4 Martyn and Clopton made a part payment of 2s. to replace 
the Easter Sepulchre. 180  As noted in chapter 2 the Easter Sepulchre, „finely 
garnished‟, was located on the north side of the chancel on top of the tomb of John 
Clopton. This replacement suggests that it was removed, damaged or destroyed by 
iconoclasts during Edward‟s reign. Such an act would have been a very bold move by 
reformers. If the Easter Sepulchre was destroyed, it would have simultaneously 
challenged both the most sacred event on the Church calendar, being Easter, and 
one of the most powerful families in Long Melford, the Clopton family. Thus the 
restoration of the Easter Sepulchre reinstated both this sacred event into the liturgical 
life of the parish, as well as the influence of the Clopton family in shaping the 
collective faith experience of its parishioners (see plate 3.23 Appendix B.1J).181 In 
1554/5 the churchwardens made a part payment of 11d. towards the “wasshyng of 
the ymages”. 182  We know that during Edward‟s reign, the parish paid for the 
whitewashing the walls in the church and chancel. This payment for the washing of 
the images may have been a payment to remove the whitewash. A year later in 
1555/6, the churchwardens paid 9s. “for making of the ymags of Marye and John”. It 
is highly likely that these images, like the pre-Reformation Mary and John images 
that flanked the rood, were to flank the rood that was also made that year at a cost of 
9s. 10d.183  
Not only were images restored in Long Melford, but English scripture texts 
were also removed. The churchwardens paid 8s. 4d. in 1554/5 “for puttyng owte the 
vayn scrybylyng upon the churche walles” and “for puttyng owte the scripture upon 
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the roodelofte”.184 Perhaps the 1555 visitation articles for the Diocese of London that 
stipulated this directive influenced Long Melford. Churches were required to 
whitewash over the English scripture texts on their walls. Yet the inclusion of the 
phrase “vayn scryblyng” strongly suggests that Martyn and his fellow churchwarden, 
at least, enjoyed this moment of Catholic restoration as they carried out their own 
version of iconoclasm. At the same time, this iconoclastic act may have been keenly 
felt by those who were committed to the Protestant faith. This same year saw the 
burning of one of their own from Long Melford, namely Roger Coo, in the Suffolk 
parish of Yoxford.185 It appears that the Protestant reformers of Long Melford could 
not resist the progress of Roman Catholic restoration and its influential supporters. 
Like Long Melford, the parishioners of Boxford had proven themselves 
committed to the Reformation under Edward VI. When Mary came to the throne in 
1553, the parish was confronted with the directive to change yet again. Even though 
the right of presentment lay in Mary‟s hands, it appears that some within the parish 
were determined to act on their own convictions.186 Boxford had proven itself ready 
and willing to re-order its church for reformed worship. Now the parish was resigned, 
for the most part, to act on this new directive. Under the leadership of its 
churchwardens and their parson the parish now faced the financial reality of having 
to re-furbish its church for Roman Catholic worship. However, the task of reordering 
their church may also have created some tension within the parish. Unlike Long 
Melford, the complete reordering of the parish church in Boxford may not have been 
a likely probability. The parish no longer had funds from traditional sources, such as 
church ales or annual gatherings, as did Long Melford.187 The last church ale was 
conducted in 1545/6 and there was a gathering for Plough Monday in 1546/7.188 This 
parish did not hold a church ale or corporate gathering until 1560 when they held an 
impressive six ales and collected a total of £4 11s. 3d. In the following year in 1561/2 
they held only two church ales.  
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In 1553/4 the churchwardens, Richard Brond and William Coe, purchased the 
required new vestments, service books and plate, including a paten.189 Interestingly, 
no purchase was made for a new altar, so it is possible that the pre-Reformation 
altar had been hidden by those faithful to Roman Catholicism. Unfortunately the 
churchwardens‟ accounts are silent as to who this might have been. Those in the 
parish who were sympathetic to Roman Catholicism had to wait a further two years 
before the parish adopted the directive of the London Diocese injunctions (which 
may have been reiterated in the Norwich Diocese injunctions) to whitewash the 
English scripture texts that had been written on the church walls. In 1555/6 the 
churchwardens, Thomas Osborn and Thomas Yong, paid 2s. for “puttyng owte of the 
writing in the Chyrche”, which was only a fraction of the cost of writing the scriptures 
on the wall. 190  For at least three years parishioners were hearing largely Latin 
services, but their walls displayed a different message. It is possible that there were 
some influential individuals within the parish of Boxford that were pushing for a return 
to Roman Catholicism. The decision to belatedly remove the English scripture text 
on the walls suggests that Yong and Osborne took a cautious approach to avoid 
potential conflict between Roman Catholics and reformers.  
The late removal of the English scripture texts from the church walls was not 
the only incident. The tension between the Boxford parishioners who were in favour 
of Roman Catholic restoration and those who sought to resist its restoration may 
have continued into the following year. In 1556/7 the churchwardens William Brond 
and Thomas Coke made a sizeable payment of 20s. “for the making of Images”.191 
The accounts do not specify where these images were to be placed within the 
church and what form they took. Yet one clue may be found in the accounts for 
1560/1. In this year the churchwardens, Thomas Whiting and Rychard Walton, paid 
12s. 10d. for “whytyng the chorche”.192 It is possible that this payment was to cover 
the cost of whitewashing the images that may have been painted on the church walls 
in 1556/7. A second object that may have been included in the payment of 20s. 
could have been the rood. There was no directive to replace images except the 
rood.193 Yet there is no separate record of the rood being replaced at Boxford. It is 
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possible that the rood was removed, but not destroyed, and its restoration required 
no financial cost. It does appear that the roodloft was replaced as there is a payment 
in 1558/9 of 6s. 8d. for removing the roodloft a second time.194 On the other hand, it 
is equally possible that the rood was not replaced at all. This late payment further 
suggests that there may have been tension within the parish over the degree to 
which the Roman Catholic restoration occured. The rood was a dominant image 
within the church, both physically and symbolically. In the case of Boxford, it may 
also have been the object over which contesting faiths sought dominance within the 
sacred space of the parish church.  
Like both Long Melford and Boxford, the parish of Cratfield was committed to 
reforming its church for Protestant reformed worship. When confronted with the 
Marian legislation to reorder its church for Catholic worship, the parishioners of 
Cratfield, like those in Boxford, seemed to have experienced a degree of tension. 
The Cratfield accounts for this period are relatively brief, thus making it difficult to 
know for certain where its parishioners collectively stood. The 1555 inventory gives a 
detailed list of the plate, Latin service books and vestments in its possession at this 
time. Many of these items do not appear as purchases, so it is likely that they were 
hidden during Edward VI‟s reign and returned under Mary.195  
At the same time, the accounts suggest that there were also some individuals 
who were dragging their feet back to Rome. According to William Holland‟s 
transcription notes for the Marian period, there are two undated loose sheets of 
paper, both of which detail the “fetching of [the] table [that] is at [the] alter from [the] 
vycaryage bearne” and drink for those that “set [it]” at a cost of 6d. Both of these 
loose sheets also record a payment of 2s. to the “stayner for making of [the] Roode”, 
and a payment of 12d. to one George Rowse “for making of a pully for [the raising up 
and down of the] Sacrament”.196  Holland seems to correctly date these undated 
documents to Mary‟s reign. But puzzlingly, he has inserted one sheet under the year 
1552/3 and another under the year 1556/7. The question as to whether the payments 
were made in 1552/3 or 1556/7 is substantial. For a 1552/3 date would indicate that 
Cratfield was supportive of the move back to Roman Catholicism. Alternatively, a 
1557 date would show a parish that was reluctant to retreat back to Roman 
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Catholicism. A clue to which of these dates is correct is provided in the accounts for 
1556/7 where the churchwardens paid 6d. “for help to have up the roode”.197 This 
would suggest that the churchwardens commissioned the making of the rood in 
1556/7. There is a loose manuscript that has been dated as 1556, but written in a 
different (later?) hand to the record of payments, that records the return of the altar 
as noted by Holland.198 An additional manuscript dated 1557 records, as Holland has 
noted, the installation of the rood.199 So it is likely that the sheet noted as undated by 
Holland dates to 1556/7 (old style), thus indicating the presence of an influential sub-
community within Cratfield that was reluctant to re-form its church for Roman Catholic 
worship once more.200   
Granting that these accounts date to 1556/7, it was only then that the stone 
altar was fetched from the vicarage barn and returned into the chancel. Duffy 
suggests that the „table‟ was the reredos that was returned to the chancel.201 The 
churchwardens do not record a payment for the removal of a reredos, although this 
could have been done at no cost to the parish. However, the churchwardens did pay 
to have the high altar removed in 1558/9.202 Having the altar in the vicarage barn 
must have been heart wrenching for those parishioners who remained faithful to the 
Roman Catholic faith. On the other hand perhaps Cratfield‟s priest – and possibly 
some of his sympathetic parishioners – was dragging his feet in the hope that all this 
theological oscillation would just stop, preferably on the side of the Reformation. 
Cratfield‟s priest exemplifies, perhaps, what many others were also experiencing – 
whether they were Roman Catholic or Protestant – namely, the uncertainty of 
whether England would actually return to Roman Catholicism or whether this was just 
another turning of the religious tides. Perhaps for him, at least, dragging a heavy altar 
back to the church from where it was triumphantly removed was a backwards step.  
 
3.4 Conclusion – to re-form or not to re-form? 
 
By the late 1550s parish churches in the Diocese of Norwich had received three 
different directives from the Crown to renovate their churches and reform their faith. 
                                                          
197
 Ibid.,, 85. 
198
 Cratfield CWA FC/62//A6/23r 
199
 Cratfield CWA FC/62/A6/28v. 
200
 Nichols also comes to the same conclusion. See Nichols, “Broken Up or Restored Away,” 173-174. 
201
  Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, 569. 
202
  Cratfield CWA [transc. H], 91. 
132 
 
Their histories, both collective and individual, up to this point had been far from 
smooth or inevitable. The English Reformation certainly brought radical change, but 
the constant importance placed on the materiality of religion was equally important. 
This was not just a renovation of nails, stone and paint, but rather of theology, faith 
and its material markers. Object, space and ceremony were as important to the 
reformed yeoman sitting near the front of the nave by the pulpit, as it was to the local 
gentry family who had established a chapel in the south aisle and was coming to 
terms with the fact that it was ordered to be dismantled. Consequently the 
Reformation became „quite literally, part of the furniture.‟203  Yet it is important to 
point out that not all parishes moved in time with the Crown: some pre-empted 
religious legislation, like those parishes that removed their high altars before 1552, 
whilst others dragged their feet. It is at these moments that we start to get a sense of 
what parishes, acting as faith communities, thought about the Reformation. Loyalty 
to the Crown was a strong motivator, but the conscience of the parish, guided by its 
faith, could be just as compelling. In commenting on the symbolic nature of 
iconoclasm, Margaret Aston observes: „[c]orporately venerated objects were 
corporately eliminated. Iconoclasm was a social process, designed to give group 
solidarity to the inauguration of doctrinal change.‟204  The actions of some parishes 
under Mary‟s reign reveal the contested nature of faith practice and the consequent 
fracturing of the faith community into two distinct sub-communities: Roman Catholic 
and Protestant. The means by which that was done was through encouraging or 
hindering the reordering of the church spaces and the objects within it. In the 
removing, destroying and replacing of images, books, plate and other paraphernalia 
of both Protestant and Roman Catholic worship, those involved were attempting to 
remove the previous national religion out of the place, out of sight and therefore out 
of mind and practice. The dust had yet to settle on the floor of the parish church and 
consequently no one could foresee what brand of faith would ultimately prevail. 
Would the stone altar and the Latin services remain or would the plain wooden 
communion table and the Prayer Book return again? The ultimate aspiration of “one 
Lord, one faith, one baptism” was far from settled as parishes worked through the 
process of re-establishing their spiritual feet. 
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Plate 3.19: Filled-in piscina, North Elmham,  Plate 3.20A: Roodscreen, detail of St Philip, 
Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.  North Elmham, Norfolk (July 2011). 
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 Plate 3.20B: Roodscreen, North Elmham, Norfolk          Plate 3.21: Remnant of alabaster altar,  
(July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.                depicting the Adoration of the Magi, Long 
                Melford (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.       
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  Plate 3.22: Moument to Marian     Plate 3.23: Tomb of John Colpton, looking south, Long  
Martyrs, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk    Melford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
(July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
         
    
  
139 
 
 
Chapter 4 
 
Salvation by the Word: the re-formation of the parish 
church in Elizabethan England 
 
Faith cometh by hearing the word preached, then I reason thus: no preaching, no faith; 
no faith, no Christ; no Christ, no eternall life... [thus] preaching... is of absolute 
necessity into eternal life 
 
Arthur Dent, The Plain Man‟s Pathway to Heaven1 
 
 
The „Reformation for most believers meant the reformation of their parish church‟ 
 
Margaret Aston2 
 
 
In 1558 Elizabeth I, the half sister of Mary I, ascended to the throne. Roman 
Catholicism went once again into retreat and Protestantism came to the fore. A year 
later, in 1558/9, the churchwardens of Long Melford, possibly Roger Martyn and 
John Cordell “gentilmen”, compiled an inventory of all the church goods in its 
possession according to the Royal Injunctions issued in the same year. 3  Even 
though Long Melford was a large and wealthy church, it does give a good indication 
as to the state of churches more generally by the beginning of Elizabeth‟s reign.  
The first category was soft furnishings such as cushions, linen cloths and 
corpres cases. Long Melford owned two cushions of “blew sylke stopped with down”, 
two cushions “whyte & red of satne of Bryggys”, and three “old cussens”. The parish 
also owned six “corprres cases with 2 clothes” and an “old coverlet of Dornyxe”.4  
The second category was church plate and other similar items. The church 
owned a guilt rowel, or chandelier, one lantern “to goo a visitation”, a “holy waterne 
potte & a bason”, four candlesticks of which two were given by Mistress Cordell 
(presumably a relative of Sir William Cordell), three cross staves, one sacring bell, 
one wooden pax, a hand bell, and a “paynted clotth of the crucyfyx that servyth for 
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the crosse staff”.5 The most obvious object that is missing from this list is a chalice 
and paten. Yet they surely must have had them in order to celebrate the Mass. This 
suggests that both Martyn and Cordell, who possibly compiled this list whilst acting 
as churchwardens in 1558/9, were not being completely upfront with what the church 
owned at this time.6  
The third category was clerical garments. In this section the inventory does 
not specify exactly what the church has in its possession, but states that those 
garments “whyche remaynyth in the churche, [as it] apperyth by billes indentyd 
remaynyth” with several individuals. One garment was held by the churchwardens 
for 1559 (presumably taking up this position after 24 June 1559) William Smethe and 
Thomas Sparpoynt.7 Another garment was held by Martyn himself and the third was 
held by William Berye, who was the clerk.8 
The final category was chests, hutches and similar objects. Long Melford 
owned a total of five chests (see plate 4.1 and Appendix B.1M), four of which were 
bound with iron.9 It also owned eight hutches that were located in several places 
within the church. Two of these were located in the “soler over the vestry... well 
bownd with yerne, and fower greater lockes perteynyng to them”, one in the Clopton 
aisle, or north aisle, and two in the Lady‟s Chapel. Long Melford also owned a 
clothes press “wyche the copes hangyth in”.10  
 The parishioners of Long Melford, like parishioners across the country, were 
once again faced with the reality of having to re-form their collective faith experience 
and re-order their churches for appropriate worship. This chapter will explore the 
ways in which congregations responded to the legislative requirements to reinstate 
Protestantism into their churches once again and the re-ordering of church space 
and the objects within it for Protestant worship. Once again, the furnishings of the 
parish church and the spaces these occupied reveal that the transition from Roman 
Catholicism to Protestantism did not go unchallenged. Yet without the material 
culture of the Reformation, Protestantism would not been implemented as 
extensively as it was. Yet it was not simply a matter of resuming the re-formation of 
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church space and its liturgical objects from where it had abruptly ended in 1553 with 
the death of Edward VI. As we will see Elizabeth had her own version of 
Protestantism that she sought to implement.  
When Mary I inherited the throne in 1553, the men and women of the Diocese 
of Norwich, like the rest of the country, made active decisions as to the nature of 
their collective faith experience and how that ought to be manifested within their 
parish church. Those clerics and laymen who had disapproved of Roman 
Catholicism and its sensory style of worship under Mary I, may well have breathed a 
huge sigh of relief. For such individuals and congregations the return to 
Protestantism meant a return to sola scriptura, the Holy Communion and the 
rejection of all the trappings and images of Roman Catholicism. 
Yet not all parishioners were enthusiastic about the return to Protestantism 
and reformed worship and the Diocese of Norwich certainly had its store. The initial 
fracturing within faith communities that occurred during Edward‟s and Mary‟s reign 
did not automatically or universally become healed under Elizabeth I. There were 
sub-communities of conservative parishioners that competed with the newly 
dominant faith community, and who voiced their consent through the misuse or 
misrepresentation of Protestant material culture or the maintenance of pre-
Reformation material culture. Some clerics and laymen remained faithful to Roman 
Catholicism and thus faced the very real threat that their faith experience and its 
material markers were soon to be outlawed. From the 1560s onwards, these 
individuals no longer had a church that they could call their own. Catholic recusants 
were forced to either worship in the privacy and secrecy of their own home or that of 
an influential patron, in prison cells, or in the seclusion of the forest. As a result of 
anti-Catholic legislation these individuals and communities were forced to redefine 
the meaning and manifestation of sacred space.11 Thus their experiences largely 
diverge from the Protestant cohort as they would become relegated to the 
stigmatised category of recusants.12 
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4.1 Re-ordering the Elizabethan Parish Church 
 
In November 1558, Elizabeth I ascended to the throne of England and returned her 
subjects to the Protestant faith. Contrary to what some Protestants expected, 
Elizabeth did not entirely reinstate the Protestant faith as it was legislated and 
experienced under Edward VI. Yet there was no doubt that Elizabeth was supportive 
of the Reformation and its central pillars – sola scriptura, the doctrine of 
remembrance and the rejection of images. At the same time Elizabeth was also 
disposed to retaining some form of ceremony and the material culture of Roman 
Catholicism such as baptism, stone fonts and kneeling when receiving the bread and 
wine. Once again congregations were receiving mixed messages from the Crown as 
to how their parish churches ought to be re-ordered for Protestant worship. 
Consequently, the “hotter sort” of Protestants were angered that Elizabeth did not 
take the reformatory process any further than she did. 13  These disappointments 
manifested themselves in the debate over the issue of adiaphora, or things 
indifferent, that were to become a thorn in the side of the Crown through the later 
sixteenth century and into the seventeenth century. This will be discussed further in 
chapter 4, but it is important to note that the points of contention were debated at the 
same time as other key components of the Protestant faith were generally accepted 
and reinstated. 
 There were three key pillars of Protestantism that were by and large accepted 
by Protestant faith communities across the country and which resulted in the re-
ordering of parish churches and the objects within them. The first key area was the 
reinstatement of the Holy Communion and the re-ordering of the chancel. The 
second key area was the reinforcement of the nave as central to the location of 
preaching. The third key area was the reclassification of images in stipulating what 
was appropriate and what was not.14 As we have already seen, parishes in the 
Diocese of Norwich presented a mixed response to the directive to introduce 
reformed theology and its liturgical services and objects during the reign of Edward 
VI. The re-introduction of Protestantism under Elizabeth I would prove to be no 
different. Thus these congregations acting as faith communities would remain in a 
                                                          
13
 MacCulloch, The Later Reformation, 33; McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, 193; Hutton, “The 
local impact of the Tudor reformations,” 157. 
14
 There are several additional key areas of change or adaptation - such as vestments, some 
ceremonies (baptism, kneeling for communion), music and bells - that occurred during Elizabeth‟s 
reign which were also the source of much controversy. These issues will be the focus of chapter 4. 
143 
 
partially fractured state, with competing sub-communities of conservative and 
reformed parishioners seeking to shape the collective faith experience of the parish, 
and to use or misuse Protestant material culture accordingly to make their views 
known.  
 
 
4.1.1 The Chancel and Holy Communion 
 
With the ascent of Elizabeth to the throne in 1558, parishes across the country soon 
started the process of restoring their churches for Protestant worship. The space 
within the church that received much attention, and for some churches was the site 
of contention, was the chancel. The chancel was the place where one of the key 
doctrines of both Roman Catholicism and Protestantism was manifested – the Mass 
and Holy Communion. The restoration of the chancel to a Protestant use, with its 
wooden communion table, communion cup and Prayer Book, was central to 
Elizabethan religious legislation and the collective faith experience of a Protestant 
parish.  
In 1559, Elizabeth I passed the “Acte for the Uniformitie of Common Prayoure 
and Dyvyne Service in the Churche, and the Administration of the Sacraments,” 
which repealed the Marian legislation that had re-established the Catholic faith.15 In 
this act Elizabeth lamented that the 1552 Prayer Book was “taken away” by Mary I 
“to the greate Decaye of the due Honour of God and discomforte to the Professoures 
of the Truthe of Christes Religion”. Now, through this act, the 1552 Prayer Book 
“withe Thalterac[i]on and Addic[i]ons therin added... shall stand... in full force and 
effecte”.16 The act further specified that the addition was “certayne Lessons to bee 
used on every Sunday in the Yere” and “twoo Sentences onelye added in the 
delyverye of the Sacrament to the Com[m]unicantes”.17 The alteration was made to 
the “fourme of the Letanie altered and corrected”.18   
The act does not stipulate the wording of the alterations in these two sections 
of the 1559 Prayer Book. But a close comparative reading of the 1552 and 1559 
Prayer Books reveals these changes. In the opening statements for the 
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„Administration of the Lord‟s Supper or Holy Communion‟, the wording and therefore 
the requirements are the same as that for the 1552 Prayer Book.19 Prior to the 
communicants receiving both the bread and the wine, two additional statements have 
been added, probably for added clarification. The 1552 Prayer Book states: “Take 
and eate this, in remembrance that Christ dyed for thee, and feede on him in thy 
hearte by faythe, with thankesgeuing.”20 The 1559 Prayer Book states: “The bodie of 
our lord Jesu Christ, which was geuen for the, preserue thy body and soule into 
euerlastinge life; and take and eate this in remembraunce that Christ died for thee, 
feede on him in thine heart by faith, with thankesgeuynge.”21 Similarly, the statement 
made by the minister before the wine was served was also altered. The 1552 Prayer 
Book states: “Drinke this in remebraunce that Christ‟s bloude was shed for thee, and 
be thankefull.”22 The 1559 Prayer Book stated: “The bloude of our lorde Jesu Christ, 
which was shed for the, preserue thy body and soule into euerlasting life; and drinke 
this in remembraunce that Christes bloude was shedde for thee, and be thankeful.”23 
Diarmaid MacCulloch remarks that these additions to the 1559 Prayer Book 
„simultaneously suggested both a conservative interpretation of real presence and a 
reformed interpretation of communion as memorial‟ – „a masterpiece of theological 
engineering.‟24 
In the same year, in 1559, Elizabeth further reinforced the Edwardian Act for 
receiving in both kinds with the proclamation - “Reviving [the] Statute for Holy 
Communion under Both Species”. Elizabeth was aware that Easter was “so at hand”. 
Because of this, she allowed those parishioners who did not have a priest who was 
willing to serve both the bread and wine to his parishioners “to resort to some other 
honest, discreet, and learned priest and minister, either in the same church or some 
other, and to receive of him the said holy sacrament reverently under both kinds”.25 
This was Elizabeth‟s solution to prevent any “dissention or disquiet... if... the priests 
and ministers of some church shall refuse to deliver the said holy sacraments in both 
kinds to their parishioners”.26  
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The 1559 Prayer Book reiterated the 1552 Prayer Book directive that the 
“breade be suche as is usual to be eaten at the table, with other meates”. But it adds 
that it should be “the beste and purest wheate breade, that conueniently may be 
gotten.”27 The 1559 Royal Injunctions also stipulated that the communion bread was 
to be “made and formed plain without any figure thereupon”, and it was required to 
be a little thicker and bigger than the wafer, or “singing cakes”, used in private 
masses.28 Christopher Haigh remarks that the use of different terms, bread and wafer, 
created confusion over what exactly ought to be used. In January 1574 John 
Parkhurst, Bishop of Norwich, raised the issue with Parker who bemoaned the 
“earnest disputations” within the Diocese of Norwich over the proper form of 
communion bread, “the one alleging the [Prayer] Book, the other her majesty‟s 
Injunctions”. Parkhurst earnestly sought a ruling from Parker on the matter, but it was 
not forthcoming.29 The issue was not resolved until the Canons of 1604 and it may 
have been this ambivalence that provided an opportunity for some churchwardens, 
as we will see, to protest against Protestant liturgical practice.30 
Alongside the reinstatement of Holy Communion and of receiving in both kinds, 
the 1559 Royal Injunctions also reinstated the Protestant communion table and its 
location within the chancel. Yet this reinstatement was not coupled with a declaration 
that the altar was now illegal and ought to be removed. Given that the 1559 Prayer 
Book re-established the ornaments allowed by the 1549 Prayer Book, the use of 
altars was not overtly proscribed.31  Elizabeth acknowledged that in some places 
altars had been removed and replaced with wooden communion tables, and in other 
places altars were still in place. So for the sake of “uniformity through the whole 
realm... it is ordered that no altar be taken down but by oversight of the curate of the 
church and the churchwarden, or one of them at least”. 32  Far from establishing 
uniformity, Elizabeth effectively gave parishioners the option to choose whether to 
have an altar or a table.33 For those parishes that decided to have a communion 
table the Injunctions stipulated that it should be located in the chancel. The ambiguity 
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regarding whether the altar should remain or whether it should be replaced by the 
communion table, as well as where it should be located was incorporated into the 
1549 Prayer Book. This was clarified by the 1552 Prayer Book that stipulated the use 
of a communion table to be located within the chancel or the nave. The 1559 Act of 
Uniformity reinstated the 1552 Prayer Book, but the ambiguity returned with the 1559 
Royal Injunctions. In the same set of injunctions Elizabeth also declared: 
 
And that the holy table in every church be decently made and set in the place 
where the altar stood, and there commonly covered...and so to stand, saving 
when the communion of the sacrament is to be distributed, at which time the 
same shall be so placed in good sort within the chancel as whereby the minister 
may be more conveniently heard of the communicants in his prayer and 
ministration, and the communicants also more conveniently and in more number 
communicate with the said minister. And after the communion done from time to 
time the same holy table to be placed where it stood before.34  
 
In this single instruction, Elizabeth reinstated the 1549 location of the communion 
table. Positioning the table where the altar once stood, suggests that the table was to 
remain in a north-south position, and that it was to be located in the chancel.35 Thus 
the option of having the table in the body of the church, as specified in the 1552 
Prayer Book, seems to have gone. Elizabeth sought not only to redefine the spacial 
and liturgical relationship between the chancel and the nave, but also to ensure that 
these spaces and the activities that happened within them were clearly defined. Yet, 
the 1559 Prayer Book retained the wording of the 1552 Prayer Book, as stipulated by 
the 1559 Act of Uniformity, regarding where the communion table should be located. 
Like the 1552 Prayer Book, the 1559 Prayer Book gave the following directive: “The 
table... shall stand in the body of the churche, or in the chauncell... And the priest, 
standing at the Northe side of the table”.36 
The ambivalence over whether an altar or communion table should be used 
and where exactly it should be located also permeated the way in which the 
communion table should be adorned. The 1559 Prayer Book retained the 1552 
requirement that the communion table at the time of Holy Communion was to be 
                                                          
34
 TRP, 2:131. 
35
 A floor plan for Lower Peover Church, Cheshire dated 1610 shows the communion table in an east-
west position. See George Yule, “James VI and I: furnishing the churches in his two kingdoms,” in 
Religion, culture and society in early modern Britain, eds. Anthony Fletcher and Peter Roberts 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 182-208, 198 figure 9. 
36
 The Prayer Book of Queen Elizabeth 1559, 21. 
147 
 
covered with a “fayre whyte linen cloth”. 37  At the same time, however, it also 
reintroduced the 1549 requirements regarding the ornaments of the church and of 
ministers. This allowed for the use of a chalice, paten and corporas cloth.38 Two 
years later the Royal Order of 1561 further specified that the communion table, when 
not in use, shall be covered with a “fair linen cloth, with some covering of silk, 
buckram or other such like, for the clean keeping of the said cloth...at the cost of the 
parish.” 39  Archbishop Matthew Parker gave additional direction regarding the 
adornment of the communion table for Holy Communion. He also clarified Elizabeth‟s 
ambivalence over altars. In his 1566 Advertisements regarding the correct manner for 
the “ministration of God‟s Word... and ministration of the Sacraments”, Parker stated 
that the parish should “provide a decent table standing on a frame for the 
Communion Table....that they shall decently cover with carpet, silk, or other decent 
covering, and with a fair linen cloth (at the time of ministration) the Communion 
Table...”40 Ten years later, in 1576, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Edmund Grindal, 
reiterated the same requirements in his metropolitical visitation articles for the 
province of Canterbury.41  
John Craig comments that it was the royal and Episcopal visitation articles and 
injunctions that articulated the Act of Uniformity in detail, and which „had the greater 
continuing presence in defining and shaping parochial Protestantism.‟42 In the case of 
the Diocese of Norwich, it is possible that the diocesan visitation articles had an even 
greater influence over the reshaping of parish churches. The directives that were 
given by Parkhurst were rather more reformed and decisive tone than either 
Elizabeth or Parker. Thus, for example, in his 1561 visitation articles for the Diocese 
of Norwich, Parkhurst was more specific as to how the communion table ought to be 
presented and the communion service ought to be performed. The implication was 
that “popish” altars had no place within the chancel. He declared: 
 
that they [that is, the priest or minister] neither suffer the Lord‟s Table to be 
hanged and decked like an altar, neither use any gestures of the popish Mass, in 
                                                          
37
 Ibid. 
38
 Cummings, Book of Common Prayer, 102. These three objects were allowed in the 1549 Prayer 
Book. 
39
 VAI-R, 3: 109. 
40
 Ibid., 175. 
41
 Edmund Grindal, Articles to be enquired of, within the prouince of Canterburie, in the Metropolitical 
visitation... (London, 1576), sig.A2v. EEBO 
42
 John Craig, Reformation, Politics and Polemics: The Growth of Protestantism in East Anglian 
Market Towns 1500 – 1610 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001), 25. 
148 
 
the time of ministration of the Communion, as shifting of the book, washing, 
breathing, crossing, or such like.43  
 
In this article, it appears that Parkhurst felt it necessary that such instructions needed 
to be specified, thus implying that the Act of Uniformity and the Royal Injunctions 
were either vague and/or inadequate. It is worth noting that neither Elizabeth nor 
Parker stipulated the use of a communion cup and paten, except for its implied use in 
the reinstatement of the 1552 Prayer Book. Yet in his 1569 visitation articles 
Parkhurst further added that the communion table be “furnished and placed as 
becometh, with a comely communion cup and cover”.44 In his 1576 visitation articles 
for the Canterbury province, Grindal added that both the communion cup and its 
cover ought to be made of silver.45 
For the most part, parish communities were quick to respond to the directive 
to re-order their chancels for Protestant worship. Through the purchase, repair 
and/or relocation of prayer books, communion tables, communion tablecloths, 
communion cups and covers, and the increased purchases of bread and wine, 
congregations reinstated the chancel as the defined space in which the Holy 
Communion was commemorated. According to the 1597 visitation returns (834 in 
total) for the Diocese of Norwich, only three parishes had defaulted on their 
communion table and eleven parishes had defaulted on a communion cup (see 
Appendix A).46 
The accounts for several parishes record the payments for the 1559 Prayer 
Book, the official service book for the newly re-formed Protestant Church. Thus, for 
example, in 1559 Cratfield was quick to respond to the requirements of the 1559 
Elizabethan Religious Settlement. The churchwardens dutifully purchased the 1559 
Prayer Book at the cost of 6s.  8d. and a “white [?b]uckle for the same”.47 Likewise, 
the priest of Tilney All Saints received his copy of the Prayer Book in 1559.48 In the 
year 1560, and some 37 years later in 1597, the churchwardens of Metfield also 
purchased a Prayer Book.49 The first purchase was probably the 1559 Prayer Book, 
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and the later may have been an additional copy or a replacement. In 1582 the 
churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft purchased a “commynyon book” for 6s. 8d.50 
Similarly, the minister of Redenhall received a “new Service booke” in 1594. 51 
Presumably in these cases these were additional or replacement purchases rather 
than the first purchase of the Prayer Book.  
Despite the ambiguity of Elizabeth‟s religious legislation, parishioners 
understood that the central apparatus for the Holy Communion was the communion 
table. It symbolised the rejection of the sacrificial celebration of the Mass for the 
doctrine of remembrance in the form of a commemorative meal. Viewing the doctrine 
of remembrance as a commemorative meal was certainly not lost on the 
parishioners of St Edmund, King and Martyr, Southwold, Suffolk.  Here there is a 
surviving Elizabethan communion table. Its rarity is not only in its date, but that it also 
has four semi-circular leaves that fold out from each side of the table. Thus when the 
leaves are extended the table becomes round, making it more like a domestic 
table.52 The use of a circular table also removes the hierarchical placement that 
would occur at a rectangular table. 
For the most part communion tables were rectangular in shape, and it was 
these structures that were soon to adorn chancels and naves across the country.53 
Thus, in 1559 the parishioners of Cratfield received a new “Communion Table” at a 
cost 4s. 2d. This purchase not only shows that the parish was keen to reinstate the 
central apparatus of the Holy Communion, but it also shows that either the 
Edwardian communion table was destroyed under Mary I or the 1559 table was a 
replacement. Not surprisingly, the churchwardens paid 8d. to have the stone altar 
removed the same year.54 Interestingly, it cost more to remove the altar in 1559 than 
it did to drag it from the vicarage barn and set it in the chancel in 1557. We cannot 
be certain about where the parishioners decided to place their communion table, 
either in the chancel or in the nave. But a purchase of “iij mattes for the Chancell” in 
1572 for 6d. suggests that these were for communicants to kneel on rather than to 
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place on the communion table. Thus it appears that the parishioners, or at least the 
vicar, had a preference for keeping the communion table in the chancel.55  In 1597 a 
fourth mat was purchased for 6d.56 
Unlike the churchwardens of Cratfield, the churchwardens for the parish of 
Tilney All Saints only needed to spend a very small amount in order to reinstate the 
Holy Communion into the chancel. In 1559 the churchwardens paid an obit (½ pence) 
“for nales for the Churche table”.57 Presumably this was the communion table that 
was removed out of the chancel during Mary‟s reign. This very small payment for 
mending the table suggests that the communion table was put aside rather than 
defaced or destroyed. It appears that this may have been a temporary measure, for 
in the following year, in 1560, the congregation received a new “Comvnyon tabyll & 
stoles”.58  In 1561 the churchwardens paid 4d. for its mending and purchased three 
yards of canvas in 1574 to cover the table.59 
The 1559 inventory for Long Melford included “a table ther [in the vestry?] with 
a forme”, as well as three additional “formes in the... chauncell”. The inventory does 
not specify where this table was originally located. Nevertheless, the ownership of 
three additional forms in the chancel suggests that this table may have been the 
communion table in use during Edward‟s reign and then put in storage during the 
parish‟s dedicated, but brief return to Catholicism under Mary.60  
With the communion table reinstated in the chancel, congregations were now 
able to commemorate the sacred meal of the Holy Communion. Parishes across the 
country were directed by law that Holy Communion ought to be commemorated at 
least three times a year, including Easter.61 Consequently, churchwardens had to 
spend more money on bread and wine in order to hold more regular communion 
services, which they did. The Cratfield accounts for 1561 record various payments 
for bread and wine.62 Such payments would become a fixture not only in the Cratfield  
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accounts, but many other parish churches such as North Elmham, Tilney All Saints 
and Boxford, during the remainder of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.63  
In the cases of Tilney All Saints and Boxford it is possible to calculate the 
number of communion services held over a period of several years, and determine 
how frequently services were held each year and which times of year were most 
popular. The data in Graph 4.1 is based on the number of communion services in 
Tilney All Saints between the years 1558-89 and Boxford between the years 1558-
1660 (the churchwardens‟ accounts are missing for some years). The data in Graph 
4.2 covers the same time periods for Tilney All Saints and Boxford respectively.  
Despite the fact that several years are not accounted for in the Boxford 
churchwardens‟ accounts, Graph 4.1 clearly shows that the number of communion 
services held throughout this period in both Tilney All Saints and Boxford was fairly 
consistent. For the most part, both Boxford and Tilney All Saints celebrated Holy 
Communion about four times a year, thus adequately meeting the requirements of 
the Prayer Book. Arnold Hunt suggests that frequent communions were equally a 
sign of „godly Protestantism‟ as it could be of „Arminian sympathies‟.64 Graph 4.2, not 
surprisingly, shows that the most popular time in which communion services were 
held was at Easter, followed by Christmas and Michaelmas. Prior to the Reformation, 
Easter was the time when the parish community was expected to attend Mass and 
would partake of the Host. At times the accounts simply record that a communion 
service was held (represented on Graph 4.2 as communion 1-4) but do not specify at 
what occasion.65 
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The 1559 Prayer Book stipulated that the cost of the bread and wine was to 
be met by the parish. 66  In the parish of Tilney All Saints, it appears that the 
churchwardens may have organised regular collections in order to fund the purchase 
of bread and wine. In 1564 the churchwardens started collecting funds for the 
purchase of bread and wine for the parish.67 The accounts do not state whether this 
was for communion or for celebrations or festivals. By 1568 the churchwardens were 
clearly receiving funds for the expenses of communion. In this year they collected 
12d. from the “Fenne end”  for “the Communion” and 2s. 8d. from the “Towne end” 
towards “the Communion”.68 Another collection was taken up by the churchwardens 
in 1576 that brought into the church coffers 22d. ob., and a further collection was 
made in 1578.69 The transcribed accounts, the only record of the accounts that have 
survived, end in 1589, but it is possible that the collections continued into the 
seventeenth century. Such collections may not have been unusual during the 
sixteenth century, and it was a requirement that was also included in the 1606 
visitation articles for the archdeaconry of Norwich.70 In 1597 the churchwardens of 
Long Melford contributed 7s. 6d. towards the purchase of bread and wine in this year, 
as the total cost could not be covered by parish contribution alone.71 In the parish of 
Spelsbury in Oxonford, for example, an agreement was made in 1575 by the 
“worshipfull and all the pryshoners... that every communicant... shall gyve one ob. to 
buy bred and wyne for the blessed Comunion”.72  
Yet it seems that at least some of the parishioners of Tilney All Saints were 
not happy with the return to Protestantism and they used the recording of the 
church‟s financial affairs as a vehicle for their protest. Pembroke College, 
Cambridge – that included men such as Nicholas Ridley, Edmund Grindal and John 
Whitgiff amongst its Masters – had the right of presentment, so it is possible that 
voicing protest through the churchwardens‟ accounts helped to protect the 
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churchwardens from accusations of overt non-conformity.73 In the Tilney All Saints 
accounts for 1560 we discover there an odd entry. In this year the churchwardens 
John Crane and Water Claye paid 1d. “for Syngyng brede”.74 The term singing bread 
is a reference to the pre-Reformation wafer that was used during the Mass.75 Given 
the clear shift by the parish back to Protestant worship, this term seems out of place 
with the other records of accounts. Interestingly, this term is used twice more in the 
recording of the accounts for this year.76 It is possible that this was simply a mistake, 
as it is unlikely that the parish was using pre-Reformation style wafers, although the 
ambivalence between the 1559 Royal Injunctions and the Prayer Book may have 
provided an opportunity for the use of such language. However, it is more likely that 
one, or both of the churchwardens, for this year was not happy with the change in 
worship and decided to use a Roman Catholic term as a means of protest.  If so, 
their action was more than a silent protest, for at the end of each year the accounts 
were read aloud to the assembled parish within the church for their consent. This 
ensured that their protest was heard by their parish. Both Crane and Claye were 
reappointed as churchwardens in 1561, itself an indication that they had supporters 
within the parish. In this year they used the term “Communyone cakes”.77 The use of 
the term “cake” was another pre-Reformation term for the Mass wafer.78 Yet Crane 
and Clay were not the only parishioners who seemed to have employed this form of 
protest. In 1567 the churchwardens for Tilney All Saints John Pellam and W[illia]m 
Dowe, for one purchase, used the term “houslyng bread”.79  The term „housling‟ 
refers to the consecrated elements, either in giving or receiving.80 The use of Roman 
Catholic terminology to describe a Protestant activity, albeit in a manner that was 
seemingly uncontroversial, suggests that there was a competing sub-community of 
conservative parishioners who sought to influence the collective faith experience in 
Tilney All Saints against reformed Protestant worship and its material markers. 
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Parish priests or ministers now needed to purchase the appropriate church 
plate in order to serve the bread and wine to their communicants from the 
communion table. Prior to the Reformation, the priest was the sole consumer of the 
sacred wine during Mass. Thus the chalice was small by necessity. With the 
introduction of communion in both kinds – both the bread and wine – for parishioners, 
the communion cup needed to be larger in order for it to be served to the 
congregation. Consequently parishes were required to purchase suitable communion 
cups that would hold a sufficient volume of wine, and that enabled the priest to more 
easily serve the communicant. In 1558 the churchwardens of Boxford, Richard 
Sendall and Simon Lachlan, paid a sizeable 54s. 10d. for a new “comynyun cup”.81 It 
is not clear whether this included a matching paten, but it is likely that it did. It was 
not until 1567 that the parishioners of North Elmham received a new communion cup. 
Like the Boxford communion cup, it must have been quite an ornate object, as the 
churchwardens spent 39s. 8d.82 Again, it is not clear from the accounts whether this 
included the purchase of a paten also. Tilney All Saints also received a new 
communion cup in 1567. In this year the churchwardens paid 8s. “to the Gouldsmyth 
for (casting) the cupe” and a further 8d. “for the (knowledge of the Communion) 
cupe”.83 Compared to the cost of the new communion cups in Boxford and North 
Elmham, the Tilney All Saints communion cup may well have been rather plain. 
There are several surviving communion cups from St Peter Mancroft and a 
surviving communion cup and paten from the parish of Metfield. In 1567/8 the 
churchwardens for St Peter Mancroft commissioned William Cobbold to make a 
communion cup (see plate 4.2). Cobbold made over a hundred cups for different 
Norfolk churches between 1566 and 1568 alone.84 According to parish tradition, the 
parish of Metfield purchased its communion cup in 1566, which is still in use by the 
parish (see plate 4.3A). Norah M. Bower who compiled the extracts of the Metfield 
accounts in 1934 dates the communion cup to c.1590.85 Unfortunately her extracts 
do not include a record for the purchase of a communion cup, and the original bound 
accounts for the second half of the sixteenth century are too fragile for viewing, so 
either date is plausible. It is not clear whether the 1566 (or c.1590) cup came with a 
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paten. But in 1593 the churchwardens purchased a paten, which also survives and is 
engraved with the date 1593 (see plates 4.3B and 4.3C). According to the 
transcribed churchwardens‟ accounts the parish paid 14s. 2d. for “a Cover for the 
Communion Cup in weight ii ounces and a half”.86 Thus the 1593 paten may either 
have been a replacement or it was an entirely new purchase. In comparison to a 
1561-2 communion cup from the London parish of St Peter-le-Poer, the style is very 
similar (see plate 4.4).87 The most obvious difference is that the cup is deeper and 
has taller sides than its pre-Reformation counterpart. Other differences are that the 
stem is plainer, like a drinking cup, and the foot is round rather than shaped (see 
plate 4.5).88 Presumably the design feature of the pre-Reformation foot was that it 
would either not roll off the table if laid on its side, or it was purely decorative. During 
the Holy Communion the cup probably remained upright, so the need for a shaped 
foot was unnecessary. Interestingly, at least some of the Dutch Calvinist churches 
tended to use beaker-shaped communion cups, rather than the bell-type used by 
English Protestant churches (see plate 4.6). The cup shown in plate 3.6 was also 
made by William Cobbold around 1580-5 for a Dutch Calvinist church in Norwich.89  
Larger numbers of communicants also required an appropriate vessel to 
contain additional wine, should this be necessary. Consequently flagons were also 
purchased and became part of the apparatus for Holy Communion. Along with 
reinstating the communion table and the purchase of the 1559 Prayer Book the 
churchwardens of Tilney All Saints also brought a “pewter potell” or flagon “for the 
Church” in 1559 that would contain the wine for communion.90 As communion tables 
and communion cups, bread and wine made their way back into parish chancels and 
naves, faith communities in the Diocese of Norwich once again started the process 
of making Holy Communion a material reality and a central component of their 
communal and spiritual experience.  
 
 
4.1.2 The Nave and Preaching 
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The re-establishment of the Holy Communion with its Protestant trappings was one of 
the central pillars to be restored to the collective faith experience of Protestant 
congregations across the country, and the Diocese of Norwich was no exception. 
Alongside the pillar of the doctrine of remembrance, the second pillar – sola scriptura 
and the centrality of preaching – was also restored within the parish church.91 The 
Bible, written and spoken in English, would return to prominence within the parish 
church and its parishioners. Like her Protestant predecessor Edward VI, Elizabeth 
recognised the importance of the English Bible and of ensuring that parishioners 
could access it. At the same time she, like Edward VI and Henry VIII before her, 
stipulated that its perusal and use should be carried out within a controlled 
environment. 
In the 1559 Royal Injunctions Elizabeth specified that priests or ministers were 
to deliver a sermon at least once a month to their parishioners “wherein they shall 
purely and sincerely declare the word of God”.92 Also, licensed priests or ministers 
were to preach one sermon each quarter, as well as one sermon from the 1559 Book 
of Homilies each Sunday unless there was a visiting licensed preacher in the 
parish.93 Like Henry VIII and Edward VI, Elizabeth also stipulated that the Bible “of 
the largest volume in English... [be] set up in some convenient place within the... 
church [where]... parishioners may most commodiously resort unto the same and 
read the same, out of the time of common service.”94 Elizabeth also stipulated that 
the Bible was not to be used contentiously, but rather the parishioner should read it 
reverently and humbly “for his comfort and better understanding.”95 Not only was the 
Bible to be placed in an accessible location within the church, but so too the 
Paraphrases on the Gospels by Erasmus.96 The churchwardens, at the cost of the 
parish, were also required to provide “a comely and honest pulpit to be set in a 
convenient place” within the church and to be suitably maintained.97 This requirement 
was also reiterated in the 1561 visitation articles for the Diocese of Norwich and 
Grindal‟s visitation articles of 1576 for the Province of Canterbury.98 
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Archbishop Parker, in his 1566 Advertisements, re-enforced the mandatory 
use of the Prayer Book, the book of homilies and other authorised preaching material. 
Ministers had a duty to their congregations to use “sobriety and discretion in teaching 
the people, namely in matters of controversy”.99 If any preacher, minister or priest 
shall incite “dissension” or degrade the “religion and doctrine” authorised by the 
Crown, then such were to be reported to the Ordinary or the Bishop.100 
In his 1561 visitation articles Bishop Parkhurst also emphasised the need for 
priests or ministers to preach regularly before their congregations, or at least find 
someone who was capable of doing so. Yet unlike the Royal Injunctions, Parkhurst 
did not stipulate that priests or ministers must read a sermon from the book of 
homilies once each Sunday if there is no licensed preacher available. Instead, the 
homilies should be used if “they cannot preach”.101 The visitation articles also wanted 
to inquire whether the preacher effectively delivered his sermons to the congregation. 
Parkhurst asked: “Whether the parsons, vicar, curate or reader doth read the 
Common Service with a loud, distinct and treatable voice.” Furthermore, it asked 
whether “the lessons, epistles and gospels be read or sung so as they may be plainly 
heard of the people.”102  
There is no doubt that the emphasis was on understanding, both audibly and 
theologically, and the regular delivery of sermons from the pulpit. In his directives to 
the churchwardens, Parkhurst made a clear statement regarding the sacredness of 
the Bible and its centrality to the collective worship experience of the parish. He 
reiterated the 1559 Royal Injunctions regarding whether anyone had burned or 
destroyed the “books of God‟s Scriptures”.103 Yet in his visitation articles he added a 
further statement of inquiry: “Whether any man had burned or caused to the holy 
Bible to be burned, torn or defaced; or hath conveyed it out of the church that it 
should not be read of the people.”104 Parkhurst seems not only concerned with the 
due respect that should be paid to the Bible as a central and valuable object of the 
Protestant faith, but he was also concerned about whether all the congregation within 
the parish had equal access to it.  
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There was a concern that the Bible should not only be heard, but comfortably 
delivered. In his 1569 injunctions Parkhurst required churchwardens, or those with 
similar responsibilities, of large churches to provide “a decent and convenient seat in 
the body of the church, where the said minister may sit or stand, and say the Divine 
Service, that all the congregation may hear and be edified therewith.” 105  For 
churchwardens of smaller churches, a seat was to be provided on the nave side of 
the “chancel door for that purpose.”106 It seems unusual that Parkhurst expected 
ministers or preachers to deliver their sermons from a seat as opposed to a pulpit. It 
is possible that this seat was either part of the pulpit structure, or it was a separate 
seat that allowed easy access to the pulpit. In the same injunctions Parkhurst also 
stipulated that parish churches have a “decent pulpit”.107 
 As churchwardens invested the funds of their parishes in reinstating the Holy 
Communion into their chancels, they also spent money on reinstating the importance 
of preaching and access to the Word. So we find a significant number of 
churchwardens‟ accounts that record payments for mending or purchasing new 
Bibles, pulpits, lecterns and pews, hour-glasses, and payments for sermons. 
Duffy claims that many parishes removed their English Bibles from their 
churches during Mary‟s reign.108 Yet several parishes purchased English Bibles late 
in Elizabeth‟s reign, during the 1570s and 1580s. This suggests that parishes may 
have had Bibles already, even perhaps during the reign of Mary I (perhaps left from 
the time of Edward VI), and these purchases were replacements. For example, in the 
parish of Tilney All Saints its 1547/8 Bible may have serviced its congregation for 
over thirty years before the churchwardens needed to purchase a second Bible. In 
1547/8 the churchwardens spent 7s. 8d., on what appears to have been half the cost 
of a new Bible as well as a chain and clasp.109 It was not until 1574/5 that the 
churchwardens John Crane and Wylliam Wyllkyn purchased a new Bible for the 
congregation at the cost of 20s.110 Not only did the parish get a new Bible in 1574/5, 
but in the same year the congregation also received a new lectern for the Bible.111 It 
is possible that the “Bybyll stonds” purchased in 1560, like the old Bible, had simply 
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worn out.112 But it is equally possible that the parish wanted to mark the occasion of 
the new Bible with the purchase of a new lectern, and therefore signaling that the 
Bible was central to the worship experience of this congregation. In 1576/7 a Bible 
was sold for 10s., which may have been the Bible that the parish had in its 
possession in 1547.113   
Similarly, the parish Bible of Cratfield, purchased in 1546/7, serviced its 
congregation for nearly forty years. It was only in 1584 that the parish of Cratfield 
purchased a new Bible “for the curch [sic]” at the sizeable cost of 24s. 2d., 
representing a significant increase in cost compared to the Bible purchased in 
1546/7 for 13s. 4d.114 Two years later in 1585/6 the churchwardens appear to have 
purchased “the town Bybll that is in the church” at the relatively small cost of 6s.115 
Based on the 1597 visitation returns, only eleven parishes (of 834) did not own an 
English Bible (see Appendix A). 
Yet not all parishes decided to purchase new Bibles during the latter part of 
the sixteenth century, choosing rather to mend the Bible already in their possession. 
For example, in 1558/9 the churchwardens of Boxford, Richard Sendall and Symond 
Laughlyn, paid 5s. to mend both the Bible and the homilies.116 Similarly, in 1586/7 
the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 11s. “for binding the great bible”.117 A 
common practice of publishers was to sell the Bible unbound, leaving it to the 
purchaser to get it bound, presumably according to taste and budget.118 It is not clear 
whether the great Bible was unbound before this or whether this payment was to 
repair an existing binding. Nevertheless, it shows that the Bible was being used and 
read by parishioners, and hence the need to preserve it and protect it from further 
damage.  According to the 1597 visitation returns, only four parishes had Bibles that 
were in poor condition (see Appendix A).  
 
Bibles were not the only objects that signalled the return of Protestantism. We 
have already seen how the churchwardens of Tilney All Saints purchased a new 
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lectern for their new Bible. Pulpits and lecterns once again became the dominant 
pieces of furniture within the nave, giving the message that the congregation ought 
to gather to hear the Word of God, „plain and unadorned‟.119 Based on the 1597 
visitation returns for Norwich Diocese, eight parishes did not own a pulpit and one 
parish had a pulpit that was in poor condition (see Appendix A). It is true that the 
1559 Royal Injunctions required all churches to have a decent pulpit. Yet their 
mandatory presence does not lessen their importance to the collective worship 
experience. Thus their presence within the nave clearly defined that space as the 
location where one learnt the doctrines of the faith. 
  Collin Cunningham writes that the „post-Reformation liturgy effectively made 
[the] pulpit an essential requirement.‟ 120  As the Word – in sermons and Bible 
readings – eventually „took precedence even over the Eucharist, [the pulpit 
became]...the most eye-stopping feature of church furniture‟.121 So it is not surprising 
that in 1565/6, nearly twenty years prior to the purchase of their new Bible, the 
churchwardens of Cratfield invested parish funds in the maintenance of their pulpit. 
They paid a part payment of 16d. for the maintenance of the pulpit and 8d. “for 
helpynge downe the polpet & to setle et up & for mete & dryncke”.122 Unfortunately 
the accounts do not specify what work was being done to the pulpit at this time. But 
we do know that in the maintenance of the pulpit, the vicar was also not forgotten. In 
1568/9 the churchwardens paid 5s. to one Gregory Rowse “for makyng a Seate in 
the Churche for the Vicar” in accord with Bishop Parkhurst‟s visitation articles of the 
same year.123 The accounts do not specify where the seat was to be located, but it is 
likely that it was near the pulpit. In 1578 the churchwardens of Boxford purchased a 
clasp for the pulpit at a cost of 3d. and further maintenance work was carried out at 
some point during the 1580s.124 It appears that the minister of North Elmham did not 
receive a seat until 1597.125 
Unlike Cratfield, Tilney All Saints invested funds in the maintenance of their 
pulpit after the purchase of a new Bible. For it was only in 1583 that the 
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churchwardens undertook the process of commissioning work for the pulpit. The 
parish church had had a pulpit at least by 1555/6, as it had had to be shifted in order 
to make way for the rood that was installed in this same year.126 But the 1583/4 
payment was not for maintenance, but rather for the installation of a new innovation. 
In 1583/4 a payment was made to one Gregorye Cuckoe “ffor making of a cover ffor 
the pulpitt and Removynge yt”.127 It is possible that the cover referred to here may 
have been a tester or sounding board, which was a late sixteenth century innovation. 
The sounding board was a flat wooden structure that was positioned above the pulpit 
above head height, and was used to project the voice of the person preaching or 
speaking from the pulpit out into the nave.128 If this is the case, then at least some 
parishioners placed a high priority on preaching, so much so that it sought to ensure 
that all those who gathered for services would hear every word uttered from the 
mouth of the preacher. It is not clear from the accounts what was being removed, but 
it is possible that the pulpit had been moved in order to fit the sounding board. The 
pulpit also had other maintenance done to it in the same year, consisting of iron work 
and a “steppe lether into the pulpit” to enable easy access into the pulpit, as well as 
a new, but perhaps belated, seat for the minister.129  
The churchwardens of the parish of Redenhall also invested parish funds in 
the maintenance of their pulpit, for in 1596/7 the churchwardens paid one Bryante 
Doggete 2s. 8d. “for [the] pulpete raysinge”.130 There is no indication in the extracts 
of the accounts as to what work was actually done to the pulpit. It could have been 
either raising the height of the base or stem of the pulpit or it could have been the 
conversion of a single desk pulpit into a double or triple decker pulpit. That same 
year the churchwardens also purchased a new cushion “for the mynesters seate”.131 
It is likely that this cushion was for a separate seat as required by the 1569 Norwich 
visitation articles, rather than part of a potentially modified pulpit structure. 
As we have already seen, parishes also invested in the purchase of lecterns 
for their Bibles. Thus their maintenance was also important. In 1594/5, the 
churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 21d. to one Mother Dobbs[?] for “skoringe 
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of the lecterns”.132 From this account it appears that St Peter Mancroft owned at 
least two brass lecterns by 1581/2. The double-headed brass eagle lectern at 
Redenhall remained central to the worship experience of its congregation (see plate 
1.18). The extracts for the late sixteenth century record payments for scouring the 
lectern in 1584/5 and 1599/1600.133 It is highly likely that this task was undertaken 
regularly.  
Another sixteenth-century innovation introduced into parish churches was the 
hour-glass. The use of an hour-glass by the church indicates that preaching had 
become such an important part of the collective worship experience and sermons so 
lengthy that they needed to be monitored. Furthermore, the use of the hourglass was 
not solely a post-Reformation phenomenon. J. Charles Cox and Alfred Harvey cite 
the case of the parish church of Lambeth, London where a new hour-glass was fixed 
to the new pulpit, and purchased in 1522. 134  In the parish of St Catherine‟s, 
Aldergate in London the churchwardens recorded the following payment in 1564: 
“Paid for an hour glass that hangeth by the pulpit, where the preacher doth make a 
sermon, that he may know how the hour passeth away, one shilling.”135 Cox and 
Harvey (at the time of writing) cite the survival of thirteen hour-glasses within the 
counties of Norfolk and Suffolk, representing just under 20% of all surviving hour-
glasses in England.136 In 1585/6 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft purchased 
an “Howre glass for Church” for 3d.137 In 1589/90 the churchwardens of Cratfield 
spent 6d “for the howre glasse” and for setting it in the church. 138  Prior to the 
Reformation the sermon was of lesser importance than the Mass and consisted of 
brief homilies and Epistle readings, all of which took place prior to the consecration 
of the Host.139 From the many sermons that were transposed into print after the 
Reformation, length was no barrier to publication. Ian Green remarks that prior to 
1600, several of the best selling sermons were forty-eight pages or longer.140 It is 
worth noting also that the longest homily „Against the peril of Idolatrie...‟ is a sizeable 
                                                          
132
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 36.  
133
 Redenhall CWA [transc. C], 63, 67. 
134
 Cox and Harvey, English Church Furniture, 156. 
135
 Ibid., 157. 
136
 Ibid., 158-159. 
137
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 37. 
138
 Cratfield CWA [transc. H], 118. 
139
 Wabuda, Preaching During the Reformation, 9; Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, 57-58. 
140
 Green, Print and Protestantism, 211. 
164 
 
65 pages long!141 It is, therefore, not surprising that hour-glasses became a common 
feature of the post-Reformation church, so that an appropriate speed and timing was 
set for preaching. 
 
The emphasis on preaching and the Bible also entailed a new configuration of 
the nave. The primary function of the post-Reformation nave was to enable the 
gathering of the parish to hear the sermon. Even though preaching was not seen as 
a key function within the Marian regime, Bishop Bonner did enquire as to whether 
parish churches had seating. Although the specific purpose and use of seating was 
unclear in Bonner‟s 1555 visitation articles, by the later part of the sixteenth century 
its function was evidently clear – to enable the congregation to sit and listen to 
sermons. Even though seating in the nave was not solely a post-Reformation 
phenomenon, there is no doubt that the presence of seating was intended to 
enhance, even facilitate, the Protestant worship experience of the congregation.142  
Several churches – Metfield, Tilney All Saints, Cratfield, and St Peter 
Mancroft – record the purchase and maintenance of seating. In 1562/3 the 
churchwardens of Metfield, William George and William Welton, paid a total of 29d. 
to fix several stools in the church. 143  For example, in 1584, we find the 
churchwardens of Tilney All Saints commissioning Gregorye Cuckoe for the 
“Repayring and makynge of stoles”.144 There were also individual parishioners who 
believed that this was important. In 1586 the churchwardens received an impressive 
£5 from William Playne “as a Legese gevene by his ffather towards the reparing of 
the Churche stoules”.145 In 1589 additional work was carried out on the “Churche 
stovlles”, possibly using some of the funds bequeathed by William Playne‟s father.146 
The parishioners, during the 1580s, also sought to invest heavily in creating within 
the nave a space that was conducive to preaching. There is an additional undated 
loose leaf manuscript that appears to be a repeat of the some of the accounts for 
1583, in particular the work done to the pulpit and stools. But it also adds that the 
churchwardens spent 2s. “to the court ffor the certiffiynge off those thynges done in 
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the Churche which were appointed by the visitors”. 147  It is possible that this is 
referring to the work done to the pulpit, the minister‟s seat and the stools. Therefore 
it is likely that there was an element of compliance in commissioning this work. Yet 
the voluntary addition of a sounding board demonstrates that the parish, or at least 
influential members within that parish, were committed to the significance of 
preaching in their Protestant worship. 
Over the course of the later part of the sixteenth century the Cratfield 
churchwardens also invested in the maintenance of the pews. In 1582 the 
churchwardens paid 7d. to one Thomas Goodwyn “for nayles to be occupied aboute 
the makyng the stoles in the churche”.148 There is no record of a purchase for wood, 
so it is possible that the parish already had a sufficient supply for this purpose. 
Thirteen years later in 1595 the parish expended a substantial 35s. for new stools for 
the church and a further 29s. for the door to the new stools.149 It is possible that 
these were box pews with doors, and not just one door.  
The use of pews not only provided seating for the congregation whilst they 
listened to sermons, but it also reinforced established parochial hierarchies. At St 
Peter Mancroft, in 1602, the churchwardens paid 12d. “for ij brason [?sprakets] to 
hange on hats in the mayors pew”.150 St Peter Mancroft is the largest parish church 
in the city of Norwich and it is not surprising that the mayor, or at least the mayor in 
1602, chose this church as his home church (see Appendix B.9 for floorplan).  
 
There is little indication in the churchwardens‟ accounts either as to the 
regularity of sermons or as to who did the preaching. However, the 1597 visitation 
returns indicate that in the majority of parishes sermons were preached at least 
quarterly, although the 1559 Royal Injunctions required sermons to be preached 
monthly. 151  Only twenty parishes defaulted for not having quarterly sermons, 
compared to a total of 104 parishes that defaulted for not having monthly sermons. 
But the accounts do give some indication as to what may have been preached in 
some parishes. Only the parishes of Cratfield and North Elmham recorded the 
purchases of the mandatory Book of Homilies. Cratfield did not purchase its first 
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Book of Homilies until 1563, four years after the required date of 1559.152 It was in 
the same year North Elmham also purchased its “newe homelye booke”.153 Legge 
suggests that this was the second edition of the Elizabethan book of homilies 
published in 1563.154 Three years later the churchwardens purchased “the first tome 
of homelies & the quiens Iniunotyons” for 18d.155 It is not clear from the accounts if 
this book of homilies was a different edition to that purchased in 1563. Yet this 
additional purchase suggests that this parish was keen to implement the legislated 
form of Protestant preaching.  The 1597 visitation returns indicate that by this date, 
only six parishes defaulted on their ownership of homilies, but twenty-seven clerics 
were reported for refusing to use them (see Appendix A). 
The purchase of the Homilies was not the only indicator that parish priests, or 
their congregations, placed importance on the delivery of sermons. Some of the 
accounts also record payments for sermons and for having visiting preachers. Such 
activity was allowed under the 1559 Royal Injunctions, but there is no indication that 
it was mandatory. Payments for sermons indicate, perhaps more so than the 
ownership of the Homilies, that the parish was committed to a preaching programme 
and was prepared to pay for it. For example, in 1569 the churchwardens of Cratfield 
paid 2s. “unto Mr Irland [Mr Eland the Vicar] for the skoote [scot] that preached 
hear”.156 Holland states that this is an early payment for a visiting Presbyterian or 
Puritan preacher.157 If this preacher was in fact a Scottish Presbyterian minister, then 
it is highly likely that he was not licensed as a Church of England minister, as 
required by the 1559 Royal Injunctions. So even though the parish owned the 
mandatory Book of Homilies, it, or influential individuals within the parish, had strong 
Protestant or Puritan leanings.  
Some parishes also paid to have sermons written by suitable persons, if not 
also delivered by them. In 1560 the parish of Metfield engaged the services of the 
priest of Bedyngfeld “for his paynes at ii serv[ices]” for which he was paid 2s., and 
then a third service, perhaps at a later date, for another 2s.158 In the same year the 
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churchwardens of Boxford paid 3s. 4d. for the services of a preacher.159 In 1585 the 
churchwardens of the parish of St Peter Mancroft paid 13s. 4d. “to Mr Houst of 
Cambridge for making ij Sermons at the request of the p[ar]ish”.160 About two years 
later the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 2s. 8d. for “ij sermons”.161 As 
preaching and the reading of the Bible was a central component of the spiritual life of 
the faith community during Edward‟s reign, so too were they central during the early 
years of Elizabeth‟s reign and beyond.  
 
4.1.3 Right Words and Wrong Images 
 
Alongside the reinstatement of Holy Communion and the Bible was the third pillar of 
reformed worship – the rejection of images. Any images or “superstitious” objects that 
had survived Edward‟s reign, or that had been (re)introduced during Mary‟s reign, 
were proscribed and much was removed, sold or destroyed. 162 In their place was the 
reintroduction of the practice of writing scripture texts on the church walls and the 
installation of Ten Commandment boards – a visual reinforcement of the Protestant 
message that the Bible was the foundation of all belief and practice. As we have 
consistently seen thus far, the materiality of religion was integral to the 
implementation of religious change, whether it be through new objects or the 
destruction of old objects. Despite the firm stance against Roman Catholic material 
culture, some images that were perhaps ambivalent in nature remained intact or at 
least survived complete destruction. 
Congregations, however, were left in no doubt as to Elizabeth‟s stance 
regarding images. Elizabeth, like Edward, took a strong stance against images in 
churches. But, unlike Edward, Elizabeth also provided caveats regarding the 
legitimate use of public monuments, and monuments that were installed in memory of 
individuals. In her 1559 Royal Injunctions Elizabeth was very clear as to the 
superstitious nature of images. If individuals sought such images for “goodness, 
                                                          
159
 Boxford CWA [transc.], 74 and n. 65. 
160
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 37. 
161
 Ibid., 38. 
162
 Ellen Spolsky argues that the Reformation failed to take hold amongst the populace because 
Protestant doctrine condemned images as a didactic tool. She bases this argument on the cognitive 
processes of the brain that need both images as well as spoken words in order for ideas to be 
comprehended. Unfortunately this argument has not been contextualised historically and therefore 
does not present a convincing revisionist interpretation.  Ellen Spolsky, “Literacy after Iconoclasm in 
the English Reformation,” Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 39, no. 2 (Spring 2009). 
168 
 
health, and grace” then they should seek after God, “the very author and giver of the 
same, and of none other.” 163  Similarly, Elizabeth declared that all images, 
candlesticks, shrines, rolls of wax and other “monuments of... idolatry, and 
superstition” were to be taken away and made utterly extinct “so that there remain no 
memory of the same”.164 Money that was used for such activity was to be redirected 
to help the poor of the parish, “knowing that to relieve the poor is a true worshipping 
of God.”165 The provision for the poor were common to both Roman Catholic and 
Protestant notions of corporeal mercy. 
Bishop Parkhurst reiterated Elizabeth‟s stance on images in his 1561 visitation 
articles for the Diocese of Norwich. Parkhurst gave the directive to not only remove 
all images but also included the additional requirement to fill up the “places... in the 
walls or elsewhere, where the images stood, so as if there had been none there.”166 
In his directions for churchwardens, Parkhurst was even more specific: 
 
Whether all altars, images, holy water stones, pictures, paintings as of the 
Assumption of the Blessed Virgin, of the descending Christ into the Virgin in the 
form of a little boy at the Annunciation of the Angel, and all other superstitious 
and dangerous monuments, especially paintings and images in walls, book, cope 
or banner, or elsewhere, of the Blessed Trinity or of the Father (of which there 
can be no image made), be defaced, removed out of the church and other places, 
and are destroyed, and the place, where such impiety was, so made up as if 
there had been no such thing there.167 
 
And Parkhurst reiterated his position on images in the 1569 injunctions, adding that 
both the church and chancel be “decently reformed”.168  
Like images, roodlofts were also ordered to be removed. In 1561, Elizabeth 
issued a Royal Order that declared that all roodlofts were to be pulled down, with only 
the beam above the roodscreen remaining. However, the roodscreen – “a comely 
partition betwixt the chancel and the church” - was to remain.169 If the roodscreen had 
been removed then it was ordered to be replaced.170 In this directive Elizabeth was 
keen to maintain the distinction between the chancel and the nave, despite the fact 
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that in practice the laity now freely moved between both spaces. Parkhurst reiterated 
the requirement to pull down all roodlofts in his 1569 visitation articles, but made no 
mention of the requirement to keep the roodscreen.171 Grindal presented a similar 
directive in his 1576 visitation articles, adding that the roodloft should be altered “so, 
that the upper parts thereof... be quite taken down vnto the crosse beame, and that 
the sayde beame haue some conuenient creast put vpon the same.”172 
Aside from the roodscreen, Elizabeth only required the installation of one other 
object in parish churches. In her Royal Order of 1561 Elizabeth gave the directive to 
all churches to install what are known as Ten Commandment Boards. She ordered 
that “the Tables of God‟s precepts” were to be “fixed upon the wall over the... 
Communion [table]”.173 The communion table was expected to be located at the east 
end of the chancel when not in use.174 It was on the east chancel wall that the 
Commandment Boards were hung. In a letter to her commissioners dated 1560 
Elizabeth stated that its purpose was „to be not only read for edification, but also to 
give some comely ornament and demonstration that the same is a place of religion 
and prayer‟.175 It is unlikely that parishioners disputed the chancel as a place of 
religion and prayer. Rather, as Whiting points out, the „prominent location promoted 
the reading of bible verses by the congregation; it also displaced the high altar and 
the reserved sacrament [which, by this stage had already gone] as the visual focus of 
the east end.‟176  What it also did was to spatially extended the activity of Bible 
reading by the congregation beyond the nave into the chancel. 
 
In several parish churches in the Diocese of Norwich, as across the country, 
superstitious images were being removed and in many cases Protestant texts were 
being re-installed or installed for the first time. The sale or destruction of recently 
redundant church goods commenced again, enabling or forcing parishioners to 
remove any remaining vestiges of Roman Catholicism. For example, in 1568/9 the 
parish of Tilney All Saints conducted two sales of “stuffe solde out of the treasury 
howse”, which came to a total of 20s. 14d.177 The accounts do not specify what was 
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sold, but it is possible that it may have included old vestments, cloths, plate or other 
pre-Reformation or early post-Reformation paraphernalia that could no longer be 
reused. There was a further sale of church plate in 1575/6. This time the old church 
plate was already in the possession of its new owner, George Saye, when the sum of 
10s. was handed over to the churchwardens.178  
Four years earlier in 1561/2 Long Melford had got underway with the 
reordering of its church for Protestant worship through the sale of a significant 
number of liturgical objects. The task was carried out by the churchwardens, William 
Smethe and Thomas Sparpoynt, who served until September 1563. Dymond and 
Paine suggest that these churchwardens, Smethe and Sparpoynt, made up for the 
failure of Martyn and Cordell to respond to the 1559 Royal Injunctions by actively 
selling off the “ould trashe” of the Marian regime.179 In this year the roodloft was 
dismantled and the wood and gilding was sold for a total of £1 29s. 17d., portions of 
which were purchased by Thomas Sparpoynt‟s brother John Sparpoynt. 180  John 
Sparpoynt also purchased “sertayne things for fyer wode” for 6s. 181  The 
churchwardens also sold “sertayne trashe whiche cam of the rode lofte and aulter” to 
Gylles Gringras, John Gringras & John Humferye” for 10s. 8d. 182  One Robard 
Alfunder purchased “a pece of the partioms that were at Mr Clopton‟s chappell” for 
1s. 7d.183 This may have been part of a parclose screen that divided the Clopton 
chapel from the north aisle. The final item that was sold was an “aulter stone” for 6s. 
to Mistress Clopton, and another “stone” to Mr William Clopton for 7s.184 It is not 
clear where these stones were located within the church, but at the very least it 
suggests that members of the Clopton family were attempting to get back what was 
theirs and/or to preserve the Roman Catholic faith of their forefathers in private 
hands. 
The extracts of the accounts for the parish of Long Melford for the next twenty 
years, as recorded by Martyn between 1570- 1580, largely detail the sale of church 
goods rather than purchases. Martyn was an ardent Roman Catholic and was 
                                                          
178
 Ibid., 225. 
179
 Long Melford CWA [transc.], 72, n.150. The accounts for 1562 state that the items noted are 
extracts from the full accounts. Once again, it is not clear why only extracts have been noted by 
Martyn rather than the full record. 
180
 Ibid., 72, n.86. 
181
 Ibid., 73. 
182
 Ibid., 72. 
183
 Ibid. 
184
 Ibid., 73. 
171 
 
charged as a recusant in 1574.185 It is possible that in doing so, he sought to stress 
the audacity of such activity rather than the compliance or even willingness on the 
part of the parish to reorder their church for Protestant worship. This possible motive 
is further indicated by the comments that he has made regarding some of the sales. 
One such example was in 1574/5 when the churchwardens at the time sold several 
copes and vestments. Against these two items is a marginal note written by Martyn, 
stating: “To be inquired for the particulars, and by what authority they been sold and 
concerning the value of the same”.186 This is an interesting sale, and the query has 
some validity. Due to the ambivalence of the 1559 Act of Uniformity regarding the 
clerical dress of the officiating priest, it suggests that the churchwardens at least 
were seeking to implement a programme of reformed worship that went beyond the 
requirements of the law. This same year saw the sale of “certen candellstickes and 
other thinges” to several individuals for 3s. 4d., which resulted in a similar comment 
also being written in the margin against this sale.187 
 
The sale of church goods was not the only option available to churchwardens, 
even though it had the advantage of bringing money into the church coffers. A 
number of parishes also carried out iconoclastic activity – while much of the activity 
was legitimate, some of it was not.188 Unlike the iconoclasm that was recorded in the 
parish accounts during Edward‟s reign, the accounts for the Elizabethan period 
appear to be more descriptive. It is difficult to ascertain the reason/s for the added 
emphasis on description. But it is possible that much of what was defaced or 
destroyed during Edward‟s reign was never repaired or replaced meaning there was 
less to deface the second time around. What is undisputed is that acts of iconoclasm 
gave a clear message to those within (including conservative parishioners) and 
beyond the parish that images were synonymous with Roman Catholicism and 
Roman Catholicism had no place within the sacred space of the reformed church.  
Perhaps the object that received most attention was the roodloft which was 
made illegal by the Royal Order of 1561. Cratfield dutifully responded and in this 
same year the churchwardens paid 4d. to one John Goodwyn for helping to pull 
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“downe the rode loft”.189 The cut beam and the mended pillar that was formerly 
attached to the roodloft and roodscreen are still visible within the chancel (plates 
4.7A, 4.7B and Appendix B.7G).190 With the removal of the roodloft it is highly likely 
that the rood was also removed at the same time, though the accounts do not 
specify this.  The roodscreen however was dutifully left untouched, according to the 
Royal Order of 1561 (plates 4.8A, 4.8B and Appendix B.7G).191  
Unlike Cratfield, Tilney All Saints acted pre-emptively in removing its roodloft 
and perhaps annoyed a few conservative parishioners, like John Crane and Walter 
Claye, in the process. Two years before Elizabeth‟s Royal Order of 1561, in 1558/9 
the churchwardens paid 16d. “to the wrythe for pulling down the Rode lofte”.192 Yet 
the pulling down of the roodloft was not enough, it seems, for this parish. In the same 
year the parish paid 1d. “to Thomas Johnson for the defacing of yt”.193 The act of 
defacing an object that had been removed suggests that a sub-community of 
reformed parishioners were making a strong statement that such objects, like the 
roodloft, and the faith they represented, had no place in reformed worship.  
It is worth remembering that some churches failed or refused to remove their 
roodlofts. In the parish church of St Gregory, Norwich the roodloft was still standing 
in 1573. In a letter to Parker, Parkhurst raised the concern of the patrons of the 
church, the Bishop of Man, John Salisbury and Dr Gardner, that the roodloft was still 
present, along with the “voulte or soller and the forepart with the dore and stayres to 
go vp, so as little is wanting of that it was in the tyme of poperie.” Not only was it still 
there, but it was also still being used against the wishes of the minister Francis 
Morley. According to Salisbury, “thre men” stood “on a ranke vppon the soller”, which 
placed the parish in the position of having to maintain the roodloft.194 At the very 
least, this suggests that the parishioners could act collectively in opposition to their 
minister and patrons in order to maintain their preferred form of faith experience. 
Roodlofts were not the only objects within churches that were removed or 
defaced. For the first time during Elizabeth‟s reign there are records in the 
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churchwardens‟ accounts detailing the defacing or removing of images in windows. 
The recording of such activity in the accounts is rare. Nevertheless, they do appear 
in the accounts of Tilney All Saints and Long Melford. For example, in 1561/2 the 
churchwardens of Tilney All Saints John Crane and Water Claye paid 2s. 7d. “to the 
glasser for mendyng ye Churche windows & defacing (sume) Images”. 195  The 
specific mention in these accounts suggests that, like the defacement of the roodloft, 
the parish was making a strong point about the fallacious nature of images. It is 
possible that despite the presence of competing faith communities within Tilney All 
Saints, all agreed that images had no place in a post-Reformation church. 
Alternatively, it is possible that both Crane and Claye felt a sense of regret in 
recording the expenses for this event at the decision of their parish. It was these two 
men who consciously decided to use Roman Catholic language in recording the 
purchase of bread for Holy Communion. By this act of legitimate iconoclasm, the 
material markers of the faith that they held dear, were being removed from the 
church and from their worship experience.   
It is equally possible that Martyn felt a similar sense of loss when he 
transcribed, and probably saw, the removal of images in the windows at Long 
Melford. In 1576/7 the churchwardens of Long Melford paid 2s. to “Fyrmyn the 
glasyer of Sudburye for defacing of the sentences & imagerye in the glasse 
wyndowes”.196 The accounts do not specify what the “sentences” were, but it is 
possible that they were prayers for the dead, or the bequest of a deceased donor 
seeking intercession from the living. Given the tone of the comments made by 
Martyn regarding the sale of church goods, it is possible that he included this 
payment in his extracts for posterity in order to show how the furnishings of the 
Roman Catholic faith were disregarded and destroyed.  
Yet despite the iconoclastic activity that was carried out in Tilney All Saints, 
there is a rather odd entry for the year 1576/7. In this year the churchwardens 
William Chapyle and William Dowe organised to have “Wylkocke ye panter for 
panting the hey Alter”.197 There is no indication from the accounts where this high 
altar was located, or even why the parish thought it necessary to invest funds in an 
object that was so blatantly associated with Roman Catholicism. Alternatively, it may 
also be possible that the term “hey Alter” was actually a reference to the communion 
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table. Like the use of the term „singing bread‟ and „communion cakes‟ for the 
communion bread, perhaps this was another instance of subtle protest against 
Protestantism. Within the context of its earlier activity, it is possible that there were 
some individuals who were supportive of high ceremonialism. Interestingly, the term 
„high altar‟ is not mentioned again in these accounts. 
 
Through the defacement, destruction or removal of Roman Catholic icons, the 
space within the parish church was cleared for the installation of visual 
representations of Protestant texts. The voluntary practice of writing scripture texts 
on the walls of parish churches during Edward‟s reign that were were in turn 
whitewashed during Mary‟s reign, started to appear once again under Elizabeth.  For 
example, in 1572/3 the churchwardens of the parish of Redenhall paid 8s. to one 
John Little “for [the] scripturyg of [the] church”. 198  In 1582/3 the Cratfield 
churchwardens paid the sizeable sum of 29s. to whitewash the walls of their church. 
In the same year the churchwardens paid 22s. 6d “for Scripture setting upp in the 
curch”.199 
In the parish of Tilney All Saints an interesting situation occurred. In 1572/3 
the churchwardens William Chappell and Robert Byllton recorded a receipt for 30s. 
1d. that was received “of the gatherynges of the parishners of Tyllnye towards the 
wryghtinge of the Church”.200 In this same year the churchwardens paid one John 
Wyllcockes 41s. 8d. “for wryghting the Church”, which took him twenty-five days to 
complete. Presumably the remaining funds of 11s. 7d. were sourced from the parish 
coffers. We have already seen that several parish-wide collections were undertaken 
to fund the purchase of bread and wine for Holy Communion. It is possible that the 
parish was suffering from financial hardship and had to resort to the generosity of the 
parish to fund these Protestant endeavours. Alternatively, it is possible that the 
parish was split over the nature of the appropriate collective faith experience and 
those who held the purse strings were not prepared to fully fund these activities. 
Either way, it demonstrates a parish acting as a collective faith community, even if 
some did so reluctantly, which came together to reinstate the Word of God in its 
church.  
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For the most part scripture texts were written on church walls. Yet in the 
parish church of St Peter Mancroft, the largest parish church in Norwich, the 
churchwardens commissioned text to be written in one of the windows. In 1581/2 the 
churchwardens paid 3s. 4d. for “mending and wrytinge of the South wyndowe”.201 
The accounts do not state what is being written on the window, yet the task itself is 
worthy of note. It is possible that text was either a commemoration of some kind, or it 
was scripture texts. Not all churches record explicit payments for the painting of 
English scripture texts on the walls of their churches. In the case of Long Melford the 
images were whitewashed, but seemingly not replaced. In 1561/2 the 
churchwardens for Long Melford paid Prynce 4s. “for the whiting of the chauncell” 
and a further 1s. and 4d. for “scraping owt of the payntinges all the lengthe of the 
quire”.202 Yet what this does reveal is that not only did the choir of Long Melford have 
images on its walls at least during Mary‟s reign, but that the then churchwardens at 
least acted quickly to remove these superstitious remnants of Roman Catholicism 
from out of their church (see plate 4.9).203 Similarly, in 1562 the churchwardens of 
Metfield paid 4d. for “whytynge in diverse places of the churche”.204 
 
The use of text was also manifested in other reforms such as the mandatory 
installation of Commandment Boards. George Yule claims that the Commandment 
Boards were made compulsory by Elizabeth in the 1559 Royal Injunctions but this is 
incorrect. 205  The first requirement to install Commandment Boards above the 
communion table on the east wall of the chancel was in her Royal Order of 1561.206 
The position of the Commandment Boards above the communion table created a 
strong symbolic link between the two objects, reinforcing the message that the Bible 
supported the doctrine of remembrance and that knowledge of its basic teachings, 
including the Ten Commandments, was a requirement for reception, much like it did 
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in the Dutch Reformed churches of the Netherlands.207 North Elmham was quick to 
respond to this directive. In the same year the churchwardens of North Elmham 
commissioned the making of “the x Comandyments”. 208  Similarly, Metfield also 
installed their Commandment Boards quite early. In 1563/4 the churchwardens paid 
16d. “for the table of The X Commandments hanging in the church”.209 
Yet not all parishes were as quick to respond. The parishioners of Cratfield 
paid 12d. in 1561/2 “for makynge the table for the commandments”.210 Despite this 
early purchase, it was not until twenty years later in 1581/2 that the Commandment 
Boards were erected on the east wall of the chancel at the meagre cost of 1d.211 It is 
unclear from the accounts why it took so long for the Commandment Boards to be 
set up in the chancel. But one thing that does seem to be clear is that it was not an 
issue of cost. 
Cratfield was not alone in installing Commandment Boards late in the 
sixteenth century. The churchwardens of Redenhall, despite the church being under 
the patronage of the Bishop of Norwich, installed their Commandment Boards in 
1595.212 In 1601/2 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 23d. for “wrighting & 
new emending the letters in the table of the x Comand[men]ts”.213 We get no mention 
in the accounts of the Commandment Boards having been installed prior to 1601/2, 
but as the accounts begin in 1579/80, it is possible that the churchwardens had 
already installed the mandatory Commandment Boards before 1579/80.  By 1597 
thirty-seven parishes within the Diocese of Norwich had failed to install 
Commandment Boards inside their churches (see Appendix A). 
Some Commandment Boards have survived and it seems likely that one of 
these is in the parish of Boxford. On the north wall of the tower room are two 
commemoration boards: one dating to 1623 or 1625 and the other dating to 1714 
(see plate 4.10A and Appendix B.5I). The seventeenth century board details the 
bequest of land by John Plumb Gent - Lynns Crost – which also contained the 
requirement to distribute bread to the poor of Boxford. The early eighteenth-century 
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board was also a bequest by Robert White Gent of Boxford to establish a school for 
worthy “Poor Boys or Girls”. 
But perhaps the more significant discovery is what lies beneath the black 
letter text of the commemoration boards. Faded, but still visible in places, is the 
presence of gold letter text that appears to have once covered both boards (the 
boards were turned upside down before the black letter text was written). On the 
1714 board (turned upside down) the following text can be deciphered (see plate 
4.10B):  
 
 Line 2: [...] but me {first commandment} 
 Line 3: Thou [...] [?thnygs] {second commandment} 
 Line 9: [?heal] {third commandment} 
 
On the seventeenth century board (turned upside down) the following text can be 
deciphered (see plate 4.10C): 
 
 Line 1: v Honour thy Fath[?er] [?and] {fifth commandment} 
 Line 2: thy [?M] [...] thy days 
 Line 3: [?may] [...] the land 
 Line 5: [...] [?God] 
 Line 7: [?Thou] [...] {possibly the sixth commandment} 
 
The inner frame also has traces of gold and possibly red paint, suggesting that it was 
decorated or embellished – fit for the chancel. 214 So, from the fragments of gold text 
that remain, we can conclude that the original purpose of these boards was in fact to 
act as Commandment Boards. It is difficult to date when the Boxford Commandment 
Boards were first commissioned. There is no record in the church of their existence.  
However, in the churchwardens‟ accounts for the year 1560/1 a payment of 16d. was 
given to one Murton “for the tabylls”, which may be a payment for their 
Commandment Boards.215 If this is the case, then Boxford was very quick to respond 
to the Elizabeth‟s command of 1561. 
Given the legislation and the activity carried out by parish churches to remove 
all “superstitious” objects from their churches, it is tempting to draw the conclusion 
that every type of image or Roman Catholic paraphernalia was condemned and 
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removed in and around the church. Yet this was not always the case and the line 
between acceptable and unacceptable images and objects was somewhat blurred. 
Alexandra Walsham has argued that Protestants too had their treasured artefacts – 
be it garment fragments, stained glass shards, or bone fragments – kept as 
„commemorative tokens‟ of faithful martyrs or Protestant victories.216 We find this in 
the parish of Metfield, where part of the nave ceiling has kept its pre-Reformation 
form, including the insignia of the Virgin. As we saw in chapter 2, the chancel ceiling 
was repaired in 1990, but the paintwork has restored the original colour scheme.217 It 
has been suggested that where the decorated ceiling ends was the original end of 
the chancel. Beyond this point the ceiling is completely undecorated (see plates 
4.11A, 4.11B and 4.11C and Appendix B.3B).218 Based on several 1951 photographs 
of the interior of Stockton, the east wall had wall paintings, of which heavenly beings 
and text can be seen.219 At some point thereafter the east wall was painted over with 
white paint and it remains that way still. The difficulty is that it is not clear if the east 
wall was painted over earlier and then uncovered before 1951, or if it remained in its 
pre-Reformation state. In the Baptisry of St Peter Mancroft is an ornate tapestry 
dated 1573. According to the church guide it may have been woven by Flemish 
weavers who were living in the parish and used as the altar frontal on Easter Day 
(see plate 4.12 and Appendix B.9J).220 The presence of the painted ceiling at Metfield, 
the tapestry at St Peter Mancroft and possibly the wall paintings at the east end of 
the chancel indicates the existence of conservative sub-communities in these 
parishes with enough influence to protect such objects from destruction.  
In 1560 Elizabeth gave the proclamation “Prohibiting [the] Destruction of 
Church Monuments”. This was probably in response to over-enthusiastic parishioners 
who were implementing her 1559 directive to once again remove all “superstitious” 
images. The Chief Justice Edward Coke summarised the law this way: “Concerning 
the building or erecting of tombs, sepulchres or monuments for the deceased in 
                                                          
216
 Alexander Walsham, “Skeletons in the Cupboard: Relics after the English Reformation,” Past and 
Present, supplement 5, (2010), 131, quote on 134. 
217
 Archive material held by the National Monuments Record (the public archive of English Heritage). 
Hereafter referred to as NMR. Metfield, Suffolk B/63410. Report carried out by Anna Hulbert (no 
archive record number) on the refurbishment of the chancel ceiling, July 1990. 
218
 Plate 4.11A: ceiling, looking east. Plate 4.11B: chancel ceiling, detail. Plate 4.11C: nave ceiling, 
detail. Author‟s own photographs. 
219
 NMR Stockton B/62538, photographs AA55/2877, AA 55/2871, AA 55/2863, AA 55/2863. Pevser 
does not mention the wall painting so presumably it was painted over before 1962 when the first 
edition of Norfolk 2 was published. 
220
 David Sharp, The Church of St Peter Mancroft (Norwich: Jarrold Publishing, 1994), 6. Plate 4.12: 
1573 Flemish tapestry, St Peter Mancroft. Author‟s own photographs. 
179 
 
church, chancel, common chapel, or churchyard... the defacing of them is punishable 
by the common law.”221 The 1559 Royal Injunctions did not make mention of images 
in churchyards, even though images within private dwellings were illegal.222 It was 
possibly this omission that Edmund Grindal, Archbishop of Canterbury, sought to 
rectify when he condemned churchyard crosses during the 1570s.223 But it was a 
condemnation that seems to have been left out of the visitation articles for the early 
years of Elizabeth‟s reign, at least in the Diocese of Norwich. The 1560 proclamation 
expressed concern regarding individuals who had “spoiled and broken certain 
ancient monuments” – “some of metal, some of stone, [or]... in glass windows” - that 
had been installed in memory of deceased persons or benefactors to churches or 
public buildings and “not to nourish any kind of superstition.” Consequently, she 
ordered that the destruction or defacement of all such monuments, including “any 
image in glass windows”, must be approved by the bishop. Any monument or image 
in glass that had been defaced or destroyed illegally was to be repaired as much as 
was possible, preferably at the expense of the perpetrator under pain of 
excommunication. If the perpetrator/s was not able to repair the damage then that 
individual or individuals were required to do “open penance two or three times in the 
church”, according to the severity of the crime.224 It is worth noting that it was only in 
the previous year, in the 1559 Royal Injunctions, that Elizabeth gave permission for 
images to be removed from windows.225 
The lack of surviving pre-Reformation monuments in and around most of the 
churches in this study shows that little heed was given to Elizabeth‟s proclamation or 
the noted omission in the 1559 Injunctions. We have already seen how images in the 
church windows of the parishes of Tilney All Saints and Long Melford had been 
removed. Yet these same two parishes were still in possession of their churchyard 
crosses at least up until the seventeenth century, if not later. Prior to the Reformation, 
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church-yard and way-side crosses were ubiquitous.226 What this suggests is that the 
parish acting as a faith community, or powerful individuals within the parish, are being 
selective as to what to destroy and what not to destroy.  
For these two parishes some images, as at Metfield and St Peter Mancroft, 
within certain contexts, were acceptable. On a parish map drawn in 1580 that 
currently hangs on the wall of the main entrance in Melford Hall, Long Melford, there 
is a drawing of Long Melford Church on the edge of the village green. Depicted half 
way down the green is a red cross (see plate 4.13).227 Given that the map may not be 
drawn to scale, it is difficult to know how big this cross was, what shape it took, or 
where it was located on the green. The churchwardens‟ accounts record the dramatic 
history of Long Melford‟s churchyard cross. In 1547/8 the broken cross, possibly 
broken by iconoclasts during the early years of Edward‟s reign, and its stones were 
sold to Master William Clopton for 2s. 4d. In 1555/6 Roger Martin and Richard 
Clopton, churchwardens, paid a total of 9s. 6d. to restore the cross back to the 
green.228 It is not clear whether parts of the old cross were used in the restoration, or 
whether this was an entirely new cross.229 Nevertheless, its presence on the post-
Reformation map suggests that it survived an additional attack during the early years 
of Elizabeth‟s reign. It is likely that the parishioners, or at least powerful individuals 
within the parish, did not consider the cross to be superstitious or offensive.  
In the parish church of Tilney All Saints, near the west end of the north aisle is 
the top half of the churchyard cross, without its head (see plate 4.14A and Appendix 
B.6F). The base of the cross is still standing in the churchyard south of the south 
porch (see plate 4.14B), the traditional location of a churchyard cross.230 Like the 
Long Melford church cross, it is difficult to determine if the current location is the 
original location. If it is, then it was the first object that parishioners would have seen 
before they entered through the south porch into the church. It acted as a constant 
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reminder of their Roman Catholic past and created a stark contrast with the interior of 
their church. Once again parish churches resonated with the sound of chisels, saws 
and falling debris, as surviving or replaced images, roodlofts, roodscreens and other 
Roman Catholic paraphernalia were removed or destroyed. Even though some 
images managed to survive destruction, probably due to the presence of influential 
and conservative sub-communities, for most faith communities such sights would not 
be seen again in their lifetime. 
 
 
4.2 Conclusion – A Protestant space for Protestant worship 
 
In 1576/7 the churchwardens of the parish of Redenhall in Norfolk compiled an 
inventory of all the church goods in its possession. The church owned a number of 
cloths for the communion table, including the mandatory linen cloth, but also “one 
clothe of yelowe sylcke” and a “cloth of Dyap[er] for [the Com[m]unyo[n] Table” and 
three “dyap[er] towels for [the] com[m]unica[n]ts”.231 In addition to the cloths for the 
communion table it also owned other soft furnishings including one cushion of 
“sylcke nedell worke lined w[i]th vellet” and another “olde Cushyn of whyte & grene 
n[e]dell worke”, as well as “ij Towels vsuallye layde vpo[n] [the] beere” and a “clothe 
of sylcke for [the] pulpet”.232 The parson was also not left out. He had two surplices 
for his use during services. The inventory also lists several books: four psalters, one 
“olde s[er]vyse booke of Ky[n]g Edward‟s tyme”, one book of homilies, a copy of the 
“paraphras of Erasmus vpo[n] [the] gospels & epistles”, the “defense of [the] Apolgye, 
a copy of Wolfgang Musculus‟ Common Places (date unknown), and “a bible of [the] 
large volume”.233 Interestingly, a communion cup and cover were not listed in the 
1577 inventory, but the churchwardens rectified this liturgical shortcoming and in the 
same year purchased a “Cuppe of sylv[er] [with] cover for [the] com[m]unica[n]ts”.234 
 The 1576/7 Redenhall inventory illustrates how a number of churches would 
have been furnished by the late sixteenth century. Compared to the ordering of the 
parish church for Roman Catholicism, the later sixteenth-century parish church had 
fewer objects which were placed in key locations within the chancel and the nave to 
                                                          
231
 Redenhall CWA [transc. R], 54.  
232
 Ibid., 54. 
233
 Ibid., 54. 
234
 Ibid., 54. 
182 
 
support Protestant doctrine and liturgical practice. As congregations responded to 
the Elizabethan directive to re-form their parish churches for Protestant worship, 
objects, spaces and ceremonies were either modified, simplified or discarded 
accordingly.  
 On the face of it, it would appear that faith communities complied with the 
return to Protestantism and did so by re-establishing the chancel and the nave as 
defined spaces for collective worship in new and modified ways. From the unsettling 
upheaval of the the Reformation during the first part of the sixteenth century until the 
later part of the same century, reformed theology and its equally reformed material 
culture had undoubtedly changed the religious landscape of the parish. Yet the way 
in which the liturgy was conducted within these spaces reveal how some parish 
communities at least had remained fractured, with competing ideas as to what 
constituted proper Protestant worship. Protestant material culture, intended to 
reunite communities under a Protestant queen, therefore became the source of 
much debate and potential conflict during the later part of the sixteenth century and 
into the seventeenth century. Despite the hopeful title of Elizabeth‟s 1559 Act of 
Uniformity, a uniform understanding of what that practice ought to be still remained 
unclear. The differences in understanding would result in an increased fracturing 
amongst Protestant congregations, and would in turn fuel a controversy that would 
be a thorn in side of the Crown and parish communities alike for the next eighty 
years. 
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    Plate 4.1: Old chest, Martyn Chapel, Long Melford, Suffolk    Plate 4.2: Communion cup,  
    (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.      1567/8, St Peter Mancroft 
           Treasury, Norwich, Norfolk. 
           Author‟s own photograph. 
             
                                                   
     Plate 4.3A: Communion cup, possibly 1566,       Plate 4.3B: Paten, 1593, Metfield, Suffolk 
     Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own        (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph 
     photograph.      
 
                                          
 Plate 4.3C: Communion cup and paten,           Plate 4.4: Communion cup, 1561-2 
Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s            Victoria and Albert Musuem (July 2011). 
photograph.               Author‟s own photograph. 
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    Plate 4.5: Elizabethan drinking cup, 1572-3.                Plate 4.6: Communion cup, Dutch Calvinist. 
     Victoria and Albert Museum. Author‟s   Victoria and Albert Musuem. Author‟s own 
     own photograph.     photograph.  
 
                                          
    Plate 4.7A: Sawn-off beam of former     Plate 4.7B: Mended pilar locating former 
    roodscreen, Cratfield, Suffolk (July 2011).   roodscreen, Cratfield, Suffolk (July 2011). 
    Author‟s own photograph.     Author‟s own photograph. 
 
                                      
Plate 4.8A: Roodscreen, Cratfield,     Plate 4.8B: Roodscreen, Cratfield 
Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own     Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
photograph.        photograph. 
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   Plate 4.9: Choir, looking south-west, Long Melford,    Plate 4.10A: Commemoration Boards,  
   Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.     Boxford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
          photograph.  
 
 
 Plate 4.10B: Detail of 1714 Commemoration        Plate 4.10C: Detail of 17
th
 century  
Board, Boxford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own     Commemoration Board, Boxford Suffolk  
photograph.           (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
  
           
 Plate 4.11A: Ceiling, looking east, Metfield,          Plate 4.11B: Chancel ceiling, detail, Metfield 
 Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.          Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 Plate 4.11C: Nave ceiling, detail, Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). 
     Author‟s own photograph.  
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    Plate 4.12: Dutch Tapestry, 1573, St Peter      Plate 4.13: Long Melford parish map, 1580, detail 
    Mancroft, Norwich, Norfolk (July 2011).      of church and surrounding area (July 2011). 
    Author‟s own photograph.        Author‟s own photograph. 
      
 
                                             
     Plate 4.14A: Churchyard cross, top half,            Plate 4.14B: Churchyard cross, bottom half, 
      Tilney All Saints, Norfolk (July 2011).            Tilney All Saints, Norfolk (July 2011). 
     Author‟s own photograph.               Author‟s own photograph. 
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Chapter 5 
 
Staging Protestantism: contesting re-formed rituals in Pre-Civil War 
England 
 
 
 
„For that he standeth excommunicated of purpose because he will not resorte to 
church to devine service because the booke of Common prayer is there used.‟ 
 
Report against George Milles, Cratfield, 15971 
 
 
„[You] shall present all and euery such person, of, or within your Parish, as hath 
committed any offence, or made default...or which are vehemently suspected or 
defamed of any such offence or default...hauing in this action God before your eyes, 
with an earnest zeal to maintaine truth and virtue, and to suppresse vice.‟ 
 
Instructions to churchwardens and sidemen, Articles to be enquired of, in the 
Diocese of Norwich... (1627)2 
 
 
 
On 9 November 1597 William Barbor of Redisham, Suffolk, came before the 
apparitor Nicholas Holler – an official acting on behalf of the bishop during the 
ecclesiastical visitation of Norwich Diocese in 1597. The churchwardens reported 
that Barbor went several “tymes out of his own parishe to other parishe Churches to 
heare sermons.”3 The churchwardens also reported that Barbor waited three weeks 
before baptising his child and then had the child “christenied by the minister of St. 
Andrewes in Ridisham.”4 In his defence, Barbor argued that Redisham was served 
by a “laye man”, which forced him to attend “other churches to heare divine service 
red” and to have his child “christened at St. Andres”.5 If this had not been the case, 
“he wold not have done as he did, saying that he have not done it in anie contempt 
neyther will doe.6 
William Barbor attempted to defend actions that were synonymous with non-
conformist behaviour, namely, attending services at other churches and having his 
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child baptised at another church. Barbor believed he was placed in this position of 
perceived non-conformity in order that he perform his duty as a law-abiding Prayer-
Book Protestant.7 His claim that the parish of Redisham was served by a layman was 
supported by the fact that Peter Cudden, “a lay man”, was also reported by the 
churchwardens for reading the services. 8  Holler believed Barbor‟s account and 
consequently dismissed him and excommunicated Cudden. Barbor and Cudden 
were not the only parishioners that were reported by the churchwardens. Barbor‟s 
wife, Margaret, was also presented for the same charges as her husband. The 
churchwardens reported that Margaret “came to church to geve thancks the tyme her 
child was christened and stood by the font when it was christened.”9 It is possible that 
Margaret wanted to make the point in support of her husband‟s position, as the head 
of the household, that she too was a law-abiding Prayer-Book Protestant, by having 
her baby baptised, even if it was at a different church.10 The Prayer Book had been 
complied with, just not all within the same parish. 
The case of William and Margaret Barbor demonstrates the messiness of non-
conformity. Individuals expressed disagreement with the form of services and how it 
was (or ought to be) performed in order to maintain their positions regarding the 
liturgy. For Barbor and his wife, a layman performing services was untenable and 
worth the risk of being seen by the church authorities as a non-conformist. In their 
defence, Barbor emphasised that their actions were driven purely by the need to 
attend a proper service and have their child baptised by a proper minister. As 
Christopher Haigh remarks, „[t]he refusal of unsatisfactory sacraments is significant‟. 
The rituals of the Prayer Book „were to be done properly, or not at all.‟11 In this sense 
we can perhaps view non-conformity on a spectrum that comprised multiple ways of 
expressing disagreement with the liturgy and its correct performance.12 
As we saw in chapter 4, faith communities in the Diocese of Norwich by and 
large re-ordered their parish churches for Protestant worship, albeit in some cases 
reluctantly. Now that churches had been re-fitted with wooden communion tables 
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and English Bibles, the issue regarding collective Protestant worship moved away 
from how the parish church was furnished to focus instead upon how the 
congregation and the minister ought to perform the services and rituals as outlined in 
the Prayer Book.  Michael Braddick remarks that „gestures can be powerful means of 
communicating affirmation and solidarity and, for the same reason, can be powerful 
means of expressing dissent.‟13 Assent to or dissent from the requirements of the 
Prayer Book and the 1559 Royal Injunctions was not just about an intellectual 
agreement with, or rejection of, the liturgy. The liturgy, by its very nature, was also a 
communal performance, and agreement or disagreement inevitably involved physical 
action within a communal setting. John Walter observes that „[m]en and women in 
early modern England spoke with their bodies.‟ 14  Therefore conformity or non-
conformity was expressed not simply through words, although these too were 
important, but also through the proper or improper performance of the liturgy and, at 
times, the objects with which the ritual was performed. As Nicole Boivin remarks: 
„Ritual often draws upon the material world to elucidate aspects of being that elude 
everyday understanding: birth, life, death, eternity, change, and time‟.15  
The insistence on correct performance of the liturgy caused some 
parishioners and clergy to question the nature of their faith community and the 
appropriate use of the space in which these rituals were performed. There may have 
been compliance over how a Protestant church should be furnished, but this did not 
always equate to how the re-formed spaces should be used. Putting Protestant 
liturgy into practice would reveal that a united Protestant Church was yet to be 
realised. The issue of adiaphora revealed that the fundamental disputation over how 
faith ought to be experienced had shifted from a debate between Roman Catholicism 
and Protestantism to a debate between mainstream Protestantism and emerging 
sub-communities of radical Protestantism, the realm of the godly.16 Such rituals were 
seen by the godly as the remnants of „superstitious‟ popish practices and thus had 
no place within a space dedicated to reformed worship. Consequently, this sub-
community maintained a partial liturgical connection with the faith community of the 
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parish. Others, however, decided to segregate even further and sever all liturgical 
ties with the dominant faith community in favour of another.17   
This chapter will explore the degree of non-conformity to the 1559 Prayer 
Book and Royal Injunctions within the Diocese of Norwich, by drawing on the wealth 
of detail provided by the 1597 visitation returns for the Diocese. As churchwardens 
reported on a range of liturgical offences (amongst others such as sexual 
misconduct) we are able to build a picture of what non-conformity looked like in late 
sixteenth century Norfolk and Suffolk. The chapter will look at four areas of liturgical 
practice and, where relevant, their related objects: 1) non-conformity in the chancel 
through the practice of kneeling for Holy Communion and the use of the surplice; 2) 
non-conformity in the nave through the practice of baptism, including the use of the 
font, and churching; 3) non-conformity beyond the church walls through the practice 
of Rogationtide and church attendance. The fourth and final area is the practice of 
psalm singing and bell ringing. Both psalm singing and bell ringing had been 
considerably re-formed to suit mainstream Protestant sentiments. Their performance 
created an opportunity for the parish, as a faith community, to praise God and 
reinforce a sense of solidarity. 
 
 
5.1 The Performance of Obedience: Adiaphora and Bishop William Redman‟s   
       Visitation of 1597 
 
Diarmaid MacCulloch correctly notes that Elizabeth I was „determined‟ not to 
reform the English Church after the manner of the Calvinist churches on the 
Continent and from 1560 in Scotland. The result was that the Church upheld 
Protestant theology whilst retaining some of the Catholic liturgical forms. 
Consequently, the „tension between Catholic structure and Protestant theology was 
never resolved.‟18 In the fifth volume of his series Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity 
(1597), Richard Hooker set out to defend the Church‟s position regarding the nature 
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and practice of ceremonies (see plate 5.1).19 Hooker justified the use of ceremonies 
as they generally “proved effectuall... [and] fit to set forwarde godliness, either as 
betokening the greatnes of God, or as beseeminge the dignitie of religion, or as 
concurring with cœlestiall impressions in the minds of men, maie be reverently 
thought of”.20 Hooker acknowledged the “judgment of antiquitie” in determining the 
ceremonial practices of the Church.21 Even if the practice of such rituals by the early 
Church Fathers was incorrect, and such actions were followed by the reformed 
Church as stipulated by the Prayer Book, the acts are done in good faith because the 
“world will not indure to heare that we are wiser then anie... which went before.”22 
Therefore Hooker argued that since such practices are justified by law, antiquity and 
custom they ought to be practiced with a clear conscience: “In which consideration 
there is cause why we should be slow and unwilling to change... the ancient 
ordinances rites and longe approved customes of our venerable predecssors....For a 
small thinge in the ey of the Law is as nothinge.” 23  Hooker advocated that 
ceremonies were subject to law and therefore could be altered or discarded as best 
seen fit by the Church. He remarked: “Lawes touching matter of order are 
changeable, by the power of the Church... That which the Church by her 
ecclesiasticall authoritie shall probablie thinke and define to be true or good, must in 
congruitie of reason overrule all other inferior judgment whatsoever.” 24  Such 
ceremonies were considered as adiaphora, or things indifferent, and their practice 
was not a matter of faith as of form and ceremony, unity and community.25  
In practice, however, the Church did come to be defined by these rituals and 
ceremonies. 26  As David Cressy rightly comments, „it was the achievement of 
                                                          
19 Graham Parry, Glory, Laud and Honour: The Arts of the Anglican Counter-Reformation, paperback 
edition (Suffolk: The Boydell Press, 2008), 14. See also Hardin Craig, “Notes and Documents: Of the 
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity – First Form,” Journal of the History of Ideas, 5, 1 (January, 1944): 91-
104, 97-8. Plate 5.1: Richard Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, V, title page. EEBO. 
20
 Richard Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, V, ed W. Speed Hill (Massachusetts: The 
Belknap Press, 1977), 34. Hereafter referred to as LE. 
21
 Ibid. 
22
 Ibid., 36. 
23
 Ibid., 36-7. 
24
 Ibid., 38, 39. 
25
 Parry, Glory, Laud and Honour, 16; Spurr, English Puritanism, 50; Sharon L. Arnoult, “„Spiritual and 
Sacred Publique Actions”: The Book of Common Prayer and the Understanding of Worship in the 
Elizabethan and Jacobean Church of England,” in Religion and the English People 1500 – 1640: New 
Voices, New Perspectives, ed. Eric Josef Carlson, (Missouri: Thomas Jefferson University Press, 
1998), 42-3. 
26
 Caroline Litzenberger, “Defining the Church of England: religious change in the 1570s,” in Belief 
and Practice in Reformation England: A Tribute to Patrick Collinson from his students, eds. Susan 
Wabuda and Caroline Litzenberger, (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998). 
192 
 
authoritarian ceremonialists to convert adiaphora into key tests of discipline.‟ 27 
However, those who sought further reform believed that these rituals and ceremonies 
could not be imposed by the Church. Therefore it was liturgical practice rather than 
Protestant theology that came to dominate contentions within the Church of 
England – an issue of orthopraxis rather than orthodoxy. As John Spurr remarks, 
such individuals „cited the biblical injunction that nothing should be done to offend the 
weak in faith and argued that much of the ritual would mislead those who remained 
susceptible to the lure of popery.‟28 All of these rituals had been employed in Roman 
Catholic services; they were “tainted” rituals from a “false” religion.29 An Admonition 
to Parliament (1572) was drawn up by a cohort of “godly-minded” MPs attacking the 
requirement to conform to the episcopacy and the „externals of worship.‟30  It called 
Parliament to employ its energies not only to abandon “al popish  remnants both in 
ceremonies and regiment, but also in bringing in and placing in God‟s church those 
things only, which the Lord himself in his word commandeth.”31 This was so effective 
that in 1617 Lancelot Andrews complained that the church had become a house of 
sermons rather than a house of prayer: “All our holiness, is in hearing: All our service, 
eare-service: that were in effect, as much as to say, all the body were an eare.”32 But 
for the more radical Protestants, this was the point. It was the Word and not the 
sacraments or rituals that lay at the heart of the collective faith experience.33 Thus 
both conformists and non-conformists alike were confronted with deciding the nature 
of that collective faith experience within the locality of the parish church.  
Despite the threat of fines and imprisonment, as well as the possibility of 
being isolated from the faith community of the parish, a number of individuals – 
clerics, lay parishioners, and godly households – put actions into words and 
participated in non-conformist activity, thereby creating a sub-community of radical or 
“hotter” Protestants.34 In the Diocese of Norwich, such activity had a history. During 
the 1560s Bishop Parkhurst was often rebuked by the Crown, the Privy Council and 
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the Archbishop of Canterbury, Mathew Parker, „for his failure to enforce religious 
uniformity in the Diocese among both religious conservatives and radicals.‟35 In 1561, 
after a visit through East Anglia, William Cecil complained to Parker about Parkhurst, 
saying that Parkhurst “winketh at schismatics and anabaptists... I see great variety in 
ministration. A surplice may not be borne here. And the ministers follow the folly of 
the people”.36 It was for this reason that Parker overruled Parkhurst‟s authority and 
issued a set of visitation articles in 1567 for the Diocese in an attempt to pull the 
Diocese, and no doubt Parkhurst, into line.37 Significantly, Parkhurst‟s 1569 visitation 
articles did not replicate Parker‟s strong language regarding the correct performance 
of the liturgy. It is perhaps for this reason that Parker gave Parkhurst a rather terse 
response regarding the issue over communion bread.  They were hardly the best of 
friends. Patrick Collinson has observed that by the 1580s dissent in East Anglia had 
gained support from local magistrates and the middling sort.38 At the same time, 
there were also individuals, both clerics and lay parishioners, who did conform to 
both the requirements of the liturgy and the law. Conformity to the 1559 Prayer Book 
and the 1559 Royal Injunctions rarely caught the attention of the ecclesiastical 
authorities. Conversely, non-conformity left traces in contemporary documents, and it 
is from such records that we can get an insight into its practice.  
Perhaps one of the more pervasive means by which conformity and non-
conformity was revealed was through the ecclesiastical visitations. Visitations were 
used to ensure that parishioners were compliant with the law on matters religious 
and moral. Haigh observes that „a presentment for non-conformity was a plea for 
conformity‟.39 Even though presentments record those that did not comply with the 
Prayer Book and the 1559 Royal Injunctions, the complaints had to be brought to the 
attention of the court by an individual or group, if not by the churchwardens from 
within the parish. Such visitations, for which visitation articles (points of inquiry) were 
prepared, happened periodically in each Diocese. We know that in the Diocese of 
Norwich there had been at least five visitations between the years 1559-97.40 But it is 
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difficult to know if this was more or less frequent than in other Dioceses. The 
churchwardens presented a summary of the state of affairs to the visitation court, 
where the bishop‟s principal official, or chancellor, presided and acted as judge.41 In 
1597 Bishop William Redman of the Diocese of Norwich commissioned a visitation. 
While the visitation articles have not survived, the returns or presentments have 
been transcribed and were published in 1946.42 These returns provide an insightful 
snapshot of the level of liturgical conformity and non-conformity within the Diocese 
for this year. 
There are a total of 834 presentments and they are divided into four 
archdeaconries: Norwich (250), Norfolk (306), Suffolk (258) and Sudbury (20) (for 
referrals to the Bishop only). These do not represent all the parishes of the Diocese, 
as 409 returns across the Diocese have not survived.43 Nevertheless the returns that 
we do have account for 67% of all the parishes in the Diocese. Appendix A, Bishop 
Redman‟s Visitation of the Diocese of Norwich – 1597, presents a summary of all the 
areas in which the parish church was expected to comply. It is divided into three 
sections: 1) church fabric, 2) books, and 3) liturgy and preaching.44 The number 
against each item represents the total number of parishes that defaulted in each 
archdeaconry, and the number in parentheses represents the total or remaining 
number that did not default in this area. For example, in the archdeaconry of 
Sudbury seven parishes noted that their clerics did not wear the surplice at all and, 
by default, thirteen did not record this as a fault. What we must take into account is 
the possibility that the churchwardens had their own agendas and may not have 
reported all the areas in which the parish was at fault.  As we have seen in the 
parishes that form the basis of this study, the parishes that are represented in the 
1597 returns reveal that the level of compliance was mixed. 
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5.2 The “gesture of constancie becometh us”: the chancel and the 
performance of piety45 
 
As we saw in chapter 4, the chancel was generally where the Holy Communion 
took place. In the chancel, both minister and congregation came together to partake 
of that holy meal. It was in this space that the congregation acknowledged the role of 
the minister and their inferiority before God when receiving the bread and wine. Yet, 
as we shall see, it was also a site of potential contention over whether communicants 
ought to kneel or sit when receiving Holy Communion. The chancel, as well as the 
nave, was also where clerics who wore the surplice, the garb of their ordination, set 
themselves apart from their congregation. Therefore the Holy Communion brought 
together the parish in a special way that acknowledged their collective faith 
experience, their sense of community and their specific place within that community. 
At the same time the practice of Holy Communion also caused fractures within faith 
communities over the compliance with these requirements, thereby revealing the 
contested nature of religious reform.  
 
5.2.1 “[R]everende regard to the Sonne of God” – kneeling for Holy Communion46 
 
Hooker remarked that the “harmeles” practice of kneeling “hath become the 
custome of Christian men”. 47  Similarly, both state and diocesan legislation 
emphasised the requirement for parishioners to kneel during services, especially 
Holy Communion. The 1559 Royal Injunctions did not make a direct statement 
regarding the requirement to kneel for Holy Communion. It simply stated that: “in the 
time of the litany and of all other collects and common supplication to Almighty God, 
all manner of people shall devoutly and humbly kneel upon their knees”48  The 1559 
Prayer Book also did not include the famous „black rubric‟ of its 1552 predecessor, 
which stated that “the Communicants knelyng shoulde receyue the holye 
Communion”.49 Instead, it upheld the flexibility of the 1549 Prayer Book: “kneeling, 
crossing, the holding up of hands, knocking upon the breast, and other gestures: they 
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may be used or left as every mans devocion serveth without blame.”50 Despite this 
apparent flexibility, there were three references to kneeling in the rubrics for the 
ministers in the 1559 order of the communion service. The first was when the Ten 
Commandments were recited by the minister. The second was when the General 
Confession was read. The third was at the reception of the elements.51 Furthermore, 
at the point of reception the minister addressed the communicants who had 
“gathered together in his holye name, mekely knelynge vpon your knees.” 52  
Therefore parishes across the country were left with ambiguity rather than 
clarification over how the 1559 Prayer Book expected the congregation to act during 
Holy Communion.  
In an attempt to remove any ambiguity over the requirement to kneel for Holy 
Communion, Parker, in his 1566 Advertisements regarding the correct manner for the 
“ministration of God‟s Word...and... the Sacraments”, ordered that there be “perfect 
unity of doctrine” and “uniformity” of practice. It also included the requirement to kneel 
for Holy Communion. For this reason it is perhaps not surprising that Richard Day 
included a woodcut depicting kneeling (rather than sitting) communicants in his 1578 
publication A booke of Christian praiers (see plate 5.2) to illustrate the prayers for 
Elizabeth I. 53  John Parkhurst had not addressed the issue of kneeling at Holy 
Communion in either of his articles of 1561 or 1569. As was stated earlier, Parkhurst 
was criticised for his lack of discipline and it was Parker‟s lack of confidence in 
Parkhurst that led him to issue the 1567 articles for the Diocese. Among other points 
of enquiry, Parker asked whether the communicants receive the elements “standing, 
sitting, or else kneeling”, suggesting that a range of practices were taking place.54 
Despite this intervention by the archbishop, Parkhurst may have felt that such points 
of enquiry were unnecessary or irrelevant or divisive, and thus omitted these 
questions from his 1569 articles. 
This concern with whether communicants were kneeling or not when receiving 
the elements would continue into the seventeenth century. Matthew Milner suggests 
that non-conformists based their decision not to kneel for Holy Communion on the 
Last Supper of Christ and his disciples before his crucifixion; the disciples sat rather 
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than knelt around the table. The scriptures provided „the key to sacramental 
authenticity‟ – „a dramatic script for worship that the Prayer Book could never 
compete with.‟ 55  In the 1606 articles for the archdeaconry of Norwich, the 
churchwardens were required to report on whether “the Communicants doe vse to 
receiue the Holy Communion reuerently kneeling on their knees.”56  Bishop John 
Overall, in his visitation articles of 1619, also asked whether communicants “devoutly” 
receive “humbly” kneeling on their knees.57 Thirteen years later, the Diocese (at least 
in places) was still dragging its feet on conforming to this requirement to kneel. 
Bishop Samuel Harsnett‟s 1627 visitation articles for the Diocese, also inquired 
“Whether is the said holy sacrament delivered unto, or received by any of the 
communicants within your parish, that unreverently sit or stand, or doe not devoutly 
and humbly kneele upon their knees.”58  Despite the clear directive that kneeling was 
mandatory, some ministers were still willing, or at least prepared, to give the bread 
and wine to those that refused to kneel. 
George Yule claims that sitting to receive Holy Communion became the norm 
during the Jacobean period, on the basis of legislation and practice. 59 As we will 
soon see, there is evidence to prove that this may have happened in some parishes. 
But to claim that it was common practice is rather overstated. Surprisingly, the 1597 
returns listed no offences for those who did not kneel during Holy Communion. One 
possibility for no reports of not kneeling is that there was no article of inquiry 
regarding kneeling. But, given the emphasis in the legislation and the Prayer Book, 
this explanation seems unlikely. Another possibility is that all the parishes conformed 
on this matter. But, as some parish churches had seats in the chancel or had seating 
specifically for Holy Communion, this explanation also seems unlikely. It is also 
possible that there was a certain degree of underreporting by some churchwardens 
in parishes where the dominant practice was to sit when receiving Holy Communion. 
Perhaps the reality was a combination of conformity and judicious reporting, both in 
parishes where the dominant practice was to sit and also where there may have 
been individuals, perhaps from the same household, within the congregation who sat 
to receive Holy Communion. 
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As we saw in chapter 3, as early as 1551 the parish of North Elmham installed 
seating in the chancel for Holy Communion.60 Choir stalls may also have enabled 
communicants to sit whilst receiving. The 1597 returns note several parishes that 
defaulted on seating in the chancel. Whilst we cannot assume that seating in the 
chancel equated to communicants sitting whilst receiving, it does allow for the 
possibility that some non-conformist communicants may have chosen (or at least 
attempted to choose) to sit. For example, in the parish of Fakenham, Norfolk, the 
churchwardens were ordered by William Robinson, the court magistrate, “to sett ther 
old stooles or seates in the chancel or others as good for them”.61  Similarly, in the 
parish of Necton, Suffolk the churchwardens were reported because the “seats & 
stooles in the Chauncell are redy to droppe downe”.62 In 1608 it appears that the 
churchwardens of the parish of St Peter Mancroft paid 4s. 6d. for a “sett [seat?]... ffor 
the Communion”.63 In 1623/4 the churchwardens of Boxford, Thomas Dogett and 
John Coo, purchased a “matt for the Comunion seate” for 1s. 6d.64 In parishes where 
sitting to receive Holy Communion was possible, there may have been no need to 
refuse to attend such services. However, if sitting for Holy Communion was not an 
option it is equally possible that such individuals refused to attend their local 
communion service. This will be discussed further below as it relates to non-
attendance.     
 
5.2.2 “[G]arments of holiness” – clerics and the surplice65 
 
While communicants were instructed on how they ought to behave during 
Holy Communion, ministers were also instructed about how they were expected to 
dress. Hooker explained: “Thattire which the minister of God is by order to use at 
times of divine service beinge a matter of mere formalitie, yeat such as for comlines 
sake... we submitt our selves unto that, which in a matter so indifferent the wisdom of 
authoritie and lawe thought comlie.”66 The 1559 Royal Injunctions clearly stated that 
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all clerics were required to wear “such seemly habits, garments, and such square 
caps as were most commonly and orderly received in the latter year of Edward VI”, 
although it is not clear what Edwardian legislation this might be.67 Such garments did 
not possess “any holiness or special worthines... but, as St Paul writeth, Omnia 
decenter [everything is proper] and secundum ordinem fiant [having been ordered 
according to rank].” 68  The 1559 Act of Uniformity and the 1559 Prayer Book 
reiterated the 1549, rather than the 1552, Prayer Book requirement regarding the 
appropriate use of the surplice. The 1549 Prayer Book stipulated that ministers of 
parish churches were required to wear the surplice during matens and evensong, 
baptism and burying. At all other times “every minister be at libertie to use any 
Surples or no.”69 Yet, the opening rubric for Holy Communion directed priests to 
wear a white alb and a cope or vestment.70 (The 1552 Prayer Book stipulated that 
during Holy Communion, the minister was forbidden to wear an alb, vestment or 
cope and was only allowed to wear a surplice.71) The 1559 Prayer Book created a 
loophole that allowed ministers who wanted to refrain from wearing the surplice to do 
so, and allowed those who wanted to wear more ceremonial clothing to do so 
likewise. It is perhaps for this reason that Parkhurst clarified his own position when 
he inquired in his 1561 articles whether any may “reserveth vestments... of this 
superstition”.72 The Crown may have been ambivalent, but Parkhurst certainly was 
not.  
Despite Parkhurst‟s inquiry of 1561, Parker was evidently concerned with 
Parkhurst‟s reluctance to bring order amongst his clergy regarding their dress. 
Parker‟s 1567 articles for the Diocese of Norwich not only asked whether the priest 
wore a surplice according to the 1559 Prayer Book, but also whether any such 
ministers “do go and boast himself like a layman.”73 It appears that Parker was keen 
to maintain the distinction between laymen and ordained ministers with the use of 
appropriate dress, even when clerics were not performing religious services. Parker‟s 
1566 Advertisements ordered ministers that refused to comply with the ecclesiastical 
requirements of the Church to refrain from wearing priestly garments. Such men were 
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ordered “to go as mere laymen, til they be reconciled to obedience”.74 This suggests 
that Parker not only believed the surplice to be the most important symbol of a 
conformist cleric, but that the surplice was mandatory. As we will soon see, the 
refusal to wear the surplice according to the visitation articles was a fault of many a 
cleric. What is also evident here is that at some point between 1559 and 1567 the 
requirement for clerical dress was understood to be the surplice alone. 
It appears that the failure to wear the surplice, according to the visitation 
articles, continued to be a problem for clerics within the Norwich Diocese into the 
seventeenth century. In 1606 the articles for the archdeaconry of Norwich also raised 
the concern that some ministers (when they were not conducting services) were 
walking around “in the habit of a lay man, or of other common persons, contrary to 
the grauity of his calling”.75 The 1619 articles for the Diocese of Norwich, reiterated 
the requirement for ministers to wear the surplice: “always, and at everie time both 
morning and evening, reading divine service, and administering the sacraments, and 
other rites of the Church... and doth he never omit to wearing of the same at such 
times.”76  
The refusal to wear the surplice according to the visitation articles was the 
most common form or expression of non-conformity amongst clerics in the Diocese. 
Such behaviour strongly hints that these clerics were connected to a sub-community 
of hotter sort of Protestants, whether in their own parish or perhaps a broader 
community of like-minded believers. As early as 1573/4 the refusal of clerics to wear 
the surplice was widespread. In a letter by Mr Chanclor to Parkhurst, Chanclor 
claimed that there were “but two” in Norwich that refused to wear the surplice.77 
Beyond the city, there were an additional 28 clerics that were reported for the 
same. 78  Table 5.1 shows that 158 clerics in the Diocese of Norwich, or 19%, 
defaulted on the surplice in 1597. Despite its plain appearance, for some the surplice 
hinted of “popery” and therefore had no place within a space dedicated to Protestant 
worship or on the body of one who was dedicated to preaching God‟s Word.79  
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Table 5.1 also shows that clerics in the county of Suffolk outstripped clerics in 
the county of Norfolk by more than 2:1. Based on the surviving returns for the 
Archdeaconries of Suffolk and Sudbury, 39.9% of the Suffolk County parishes had 
clerics that did not wear the surplice according to the Prayer Book in 1597, 
compared to 8.4% from Norfolk County (the archdeaconries of Norwich and Norfolk 
combined). It is worth pointing out that the churches in this study for which their 
returns have survived – Witchingham St Mary (Great Witchingham), St Peter 
Mancroft, North Elmham, Tilney All Saints, Redenhall, Stockton, Cratfield and 
Metfield – did not report clerics who defaulted on the surplice. Several of the 
churchwardens‟ accounts record payments for washing or mending, indicating that 
the surplice was used. In 156/78 the churchwardens of Cratfield paid 2d. for 
“wasshynge ij surplesses”.80 In 1606/7 the churchwardens of Metfield paid 10d. to 
mend the surplice, the cloth for its mending and to wash it.81 In 1599/1600 the 
churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 8d. to mend the “best surplus”.82 Eight 
years later, in 1607/8, the churchwardens made a part payment of 4d. “ffor washing 
the surplice”.83  
Table 5.1 also shows that there were several ways in which clerics defaulted 
on wearing the surplice. The most common was outright refusal, followed by clerics 
who only occasionally wore the surplice. Thomas Agas, the rector of the parish of 
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Orford, Suffolk, was reported for not wearing the surplice. He responded that “he 
have not worne the surplus and he requireth resolution concerning the use of the 
same.” It is possible that Agas was making use of the ambiguity in the Prayer Book. 
But, not surprisingly, he was ordered to appear before the Bishop William Redman 
for his feisty response.84  Others wore the surplice only occasionally. For example, 
Mr William Carewe, the vicar of Ormsby St Margaret, Norfolk was reported because 
he “doth sometime reade devine service and administer the sacraments without 
usinge the surplus.”85 In other instances, however, the charge was simply that the 
cleric “doth not usually weare the surplus.”86  Churchwardens made a distinction in 
reporting clerics who only wore the surplice for divine service or only during the 
administration of the sacraments. Mr Awldham, the curate of St John Sepulchre in 
Norwich, was reported for not wearing “the surplus at the ministracon of the 
sacraments, and that he hath worn the same but not usuallie.”87 The curate of St 
Margaret, Norfolk was reported for not always wearing the surplice during “divine 
service”.88  James Hargraves, rector of Aldborough, Norfolk was reported for the 
same. Hargraves was ordered “that he do wear the surplice in tyme of common 
prayer and administracon of the sacrements or eyther of them so often as he doth 
Reade or administer eyther therof”.89 Ministers, regardless of whether they wore the 
surplice occasionally or not at all, were making a statement that such “popish” 
garments were not holy and thus did not belong on the body of one who was 
ordained to the Protestant ministry. 
 
5.3 “[H]eavinlie ceremonies”: the nave and the performance of belonging90 
 
As the chancel was the location of set rituals, so too was the nave. The nave had 
been re-ordered primarily for preaching, yet it remained the site where some pre-
Reformation rituals, albeit modified for Protestant sentiments, continued to take 
place. In the performance of these rituals – baptism and the churching of women in 
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particular – participants acknowledged the importance of belonging to the dominant 
faith community. As Holy Communion was the primary way in which parishioners 
came together to acknowledge the collective faith community, the rituals of baptism 
and churching of women acknowledged the entry or return of an individual into the 
collective faith community of the parish. Baptism, both before and after the 
Reformation, formally acknowledged the entrance of a new born baby into the 
Church and into the parish. Churching, however, shifted from a ritual of purification 
before the Reformation to a ceremony of thanksgiving after the Reformation, 
returning the mother into the parish community after a period of convalescence from 
childbirth.  But, as the requirement to kneel for Holy Communion and the priest to 
wear the surplice caused contention within the dominant faith community, so too the 
rituals of baptism and churching of women also caused anxiety as hotter Protestants 
sought to remove all vestiges of Roman Catholicism.  
 
 
5.3.1 “[M]arked of God in the forehead” - baptism91 
 
On the necessity of baptism Hooker remarked: “For as wee are not naturallie 
men without birth, so neither are wee Christian men in the ey of the Church of God... 
but by that baptisme which both declareth and maketh us Christians.”92 Aside from 
sectarians like the Anabaptists who believed in adult baptism only, most Protestants, 
and no doubt their recusant neighbours, accepted child baptism. David Cressy 
remarks that the „font, in most parishes, was sanctified equipment that belonged, 
with the altar, as the fulcrum of reverence and devotion.‟93 The issue was not the 
sacrament itself, but rather how it was performed, and it increasingly became an 
issue at both state and diocesan level. As we have seen, the 1559 Prayer Book 
stipulated that making the sign of the cross was a voluntary act. The 1559 Royal 
Injunctions make no mention of baptism nor how it should be performed. However, 
the Royal Order of 1561 stipulated that fonts were to remain in their “accustomed 
place” – being at the west or south-west end of the nave – and, like the woodcut in 
Day‟s Book of Christian praiers, baptisms were to be conducted using fonts and not 
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basins (see plate 5.3). 94  The need for such a directive suggests that this was 
happening and that it needed to be stopped before it became more widespread. 
Given Parkhurst‟s failure to inquire whether parishioners kneel for Holy Communion, 
it is perhaps also not surprising that, in his visitation articles for both 1561 and 1569, 
he did not inquire as to whether basins were being used or whether clerics used the 
sign of the cross at baptism. It was probably for this reason that Parker‟s 1567 
articles for the Diocese specifically inquired as to whether ministers or curates 
conducted baptisms in basins or fonts, and whether the font is in the “accustomed” 
place and was “decently kept”.95 Interestingly, Parker did not enquire as to whether 
ministers used the sign of the cross at baptism. 
By the seventeenth century the articles of inquiry were becoming more specific, 
suggesting that the issue of basins and the failure to sign with the cross was a bigger 
issue. The 1605 visitation articles for the province of Canterbury inquired whether in 
each “church or chappell a Fonte of stone set vp in the ancient vsuall place” and 
whether the minister “vse to signe the Children with the signe of the crosse” at 
baptism.96 In the following year, in 1606, the articles for the archdeaconry of Norwich 
inquired whether the “Fonts, or Baptisteries, be removed from the place where they 
were wont to stand, or any Parson leauing the vse of them, doe Christen or Baptise 
in basons or other profane vessels, not accustomably vsed in the Church before 
time”.97 In addition to the above inquiry, the 1619 articles for the Diocese of Norwich 
also asked whether baptism was administered according to the Prayer Book “without 
adding, altering any part or parcell of any prayers, interrogatories, or not using the 
signe of the crosse in the administration of the same.”98 This inquiry was repeated a 
second time in the 1619 articles adding the minister‟s responsibility to uphold the 
litany according to the Prayer Book.99 Hooker remarked: “I would know... what reason 
wee are able to yield why thinges so light in theire own nature should waigh in the 
opinions of men so much, saving onlie in regard of that which they use to signifie or 
betoken?”100 As we will soon see, such matters weighed very heavily on the minds of 
some lay parishioners and clerics who were prepared to act on their convictions.  
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Table 5.2 reveals that there were two overtly provocative ways in which both 
clerics and lay parishioners protested against the ritual of baptism. One way was to 
use a metal basin instead of the stone font and the second was to refuse to sign with 
the cross or refuse to have the child signed with the cross. The 1597 returns reveal 
that several parish churches used a basin that was present alongside the font. 
Cressy comments that Puritans „were more inclined to construe baptism as a 
ceremony of initiation than a sacrament of salvation, and some thought the font a 
leftover popish invention.‟101 What is revealing about these offences is that they all, 
save two, were committed within the county of Suffolk. 102  The archdeaconry of 
Suffolk had five parishes that were reported for using basins instead of fonts. Given 
the number of surviving returns for this archdeaconry (258 in total), this is only a 
small fraction. Nevertheless, in each of these parishes there may well have been a 
sub-community of the “hotter” sort of Protestants, if not the whole parish, that 
supported the use of a basin. In the parish of Bedfield, Suffolk, Mr Robert Selby was 
reported for baptising a child in a basin which was located within the font. Selby 
admitted that this was true, but stated that he did so “not knowinge anie thinge in the 
booke of Comon prayer to the contrarie.”103 In the parish of Sudbourne, Thomas 
Agas, rector (also the rector of Orford, Suffolk), was reprimanded for setting a basin 
inside the font. Agas claimed that “the funt is broke and will not hold water, [and] he 
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did not repent for baptising in that sorte”. But Agas was also reported for not wearing 
the surplice in the reading of “devine service nor administracion of the sacraments 
theise viij years.”104 In the parish of Trimley St Martin, the rector Owen Richards also 
claimed that their font was broken and “cold not hold water” which necessitated the 
use of a “superstitious bason”. In a gesture of penitence Richards claimed that 
“sithence the tyme of this verdict making the said funt is amended and the bason 
forbone.”105 But, like Agas, Richards was also negligent regarding the wearing of the 
surplice and he never read the Royal Injunctions.106 The churchwardens‟ accounts 
for Boxford also record the use of a basin. In 1561 the churchwardens, William 
Chestyn and John Farror, paid 2s. to modify the font to hold a basin and 10s. for the 
basin itself.107 In 1564 the churchwardens paid 20d. for “yernes for the font”.108 But 
this was not to revert the font to its original use, for in 1578 the churchwardens paid 
the clerk‟s wife 14d. for washing the communion cloth and “scworinge [scouring] [the] 
bason”.109 The Boxford font still retains its modified shape, with the addition of a 
seventeenth century bi-fold cover with painted scripture texts in the inside (see plates 
5.4A, 5.4B and Appendix B.5J).110  
Another provocative way in which clerics and occasionally lay parishioners 
protested against the ritual of baptism was to refuse to sign the cross over the baby 
or to refuse to let the cleric perform this part of the ritual. In 1573 both the deacon, 
Thomas Gladon, and clerk, John Orwell, of Aylesham, Norfolk confessed that a Mr 
Harrison requested Gladon to “change the words” of the baptismal service “and to 
leave out the sign of the crosse.”111 The 1597 returns reported only two lay persons 
who refused to have this happen. This suggests that such public protests were rare 
and were not the preferred means to voice dissenting opinions. Two years before the 
visitation took place, in 1595, Elizabeth Jenkenson, from the parish of St Cuthbert & 
Holy Trinity in Thetford, Norfolk attended the baptism of the child of Sir Edwyne 
Ritche in the nearby parish of St Peter in Thetford. When it came time for the 
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minister, Mr Robert Browne, to administer “the sacrament of baptism”, Elizabeth 
interrupted him “and wold not suffer him to signe the childe with the signe of the 
crosse but pulled the clothe over the face” of the child. Undeterred, Mr Browne 
attempted to restart the ceremony by “offering to signe” the child “againe with the 
signe of the crosse”.112 In an equally as determined a manner, Elizabeth “againe 
covered the face of the child, and wold not suffer him to doe yt, therebye giving 
greate offence to manie those Inhabitants of Thetford then there present.”113 Not only 
did Elizabeth express considerable resolve, but it appears that those present 
displayed just as much disgust at her actions. Peter Lake comments that those, like 
Elizabeth, who alienated their neighbours „by their aggressively holier-than-thou self 
image and rhetoric‟ encouraged the defamatory libels and satires produced by 
conformists.114 Generally, women had „limited access to the public arena‟ and for 
non-conformist Protestant women, a dramatic performance of non-conformity to the 
liturgy may have been one of the few options available to air htheir grievances and 
demonstrate their preferred form of worship.115  For those lay parishioners that did 
not have the courage to make a public and provocative protest, it is possible that 
they may have opted to not have their baby baptised, delayed the baptism, or had 
their baby baptised in another church, or in a private godly household. 
Several clerics were also reported for failing to sign with the cross at baptism. 
It is worth pointing out that in all these cases, none of the clerics were reported for 
using a basin. It is possible that these clerics may not have had the support of the 
church, or at least the churchwardens, to use a basin. It is also possible that they 
voiced their protest by altering the ritual of baptism instead. For example, Mr Robert 
Jeckler, the vicar of Ketteringham, Norfolk, was reported, amongst other offences, 
for not signing “with the signe of the Crosse in Baptisme”. Jeckler was also reported 
for not wearing the surplice and for not using “the ringe in marriage”, the only cleric 
that was guilty of this particular act of non-conformity.116 Similarly, Mr Whytby, the 
serving cleric of the parish of Earl Stonham, Suffolk was also reported for not using 
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the “signe of the cross in baptisme”. Like several other clerics, Whytby was also 
reported for not wearing the “surples in reading dyvyne servyce or ministracon of the 
sacrament of baptysme.” 117  For clerics like Robert Jeckler or parishioners like 
Elizabeth Jenkenson, the need to express disagreement with the signing of the cross 
at baptism not only with words but, and perhaps more importantly, with actions was 
crucial in voicing their dissenting position. 
 
 
5.3.2 “[S]ollemne and expresse thakesgiving in the Church” – the churching of 
women118 
 
As baptism signalled the entrance of the new born child into the fold of the 
collective faith community, the churching of women signalled their return into that 
same fold after a period of convalescence. Prior to the Reformation, the ritual of 
churching „was as much a blessing as a cleansing, a comfort as well as a 
purification.‟119 The churching of women was a pre-Reformation practice. After the 
Reformation, there was a decided shift in emphasis away from purification and 
blessing to a ceremony of blessing and thanksgiving. The 1549 Prayer Book 
removed the requirement for the priest to bless the woman with holy water before 
entering the church, as well as the requirement for the woman to wear a veil. The 
ceremony was also relocated near to the choir door.120 The Prayer Book, however, 
did not take into consideration those churches that did not have a choir. The 1552 
Prayer Book removed the requirement for the woman to offer her chrism cloth, the 
cloth used at a baby‟s baptism. The 1559 Prayer Book relocated the ritual to the east 
end of the nave or the chancel by stipulating that the woman kneel “where the table 
standeth” (see plate 5.5A).121  As Cressy remarks, „[t]hese may seem like minor 
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adjustments but they were enormously significant.‟ It „transformed the woman... from 
a petitioner at the margin, to the focus of community attention.‟122  
Yet, unlike baptism, the ritual of churching did not seem to concern the Crown 
or the Bishop of Norwich during the mid sixteenth century and the early seventeenth 
century, as the requirement was noticeably absent from both the 1559 Royal 
Injunctions and the several articles of inquiry for the Norwich Diocese published 
during the 1560s. An article regarding the churching of women did not appear in the 
visitation articles for the Diocese until at least 1597, as the returns show that several 
mothers were reported for failing to have this ceremony performed. In the early part 
of the seventeenth century an article did not appear until 1627. Harsnett enquired 
whether there were any “wiues that refuse to come to Church according to the booke 
of Common Prayer, to giue thaunkes to God for their safe deliuerance, in a decent 
habit, as hath beene aunciently accustomed.”123 Hooker, however, was not silent on 
the matter: “The fruit of mariage is birth, and the companion of birth travaile, the 
griefe whereof being so extreme, and the daunger always so great, dare wee open 
our mouthes against the thinges that are holie and presume to censure it as a falt in 
the Church of Christ, that wemen after theire deliverance doe publiquelie show theire 
thankefull minds unto God?” 124  
    
Table 5.3 shows that, unlike baptism where the defaults were mainly 
committed by clerics, the ritual of churching was predominantly a default of mothers. 
Despite the ceremony of churching having been considerably re-formed for 
Protestant sentiments, there were still a few women that refused to perform this act 
of thanksgiving. Like the dramatic actions of Elizabeth Jenkenson during a baptism, 
it is possible that the refusal to be churched was one of the few ways in which “godly” 
or radical Protestant women could publically make their views known. As in the ritual 
of baptism, the dominant response recorded was a failure to “resorte to churche to 
geve God thanckes for her deliverye.”125 The number of offences was relatively small, 
suggesting that most mothers and clerics were happy to perform the ritual of 
churching. For those mothers that disagreed, it was one means at their disposal to  
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express their disagreement with the liturgy and one that perhaps did not place them 
in overt conflict with the authority of their husbands. In the parish of Holme Hale, 
Norfolk, the wife of Timothy Eaton was reported because she “cam not to church to 
geve God thanks after child.” She was consequently excommunicated but later 
absolved on 28 February 1599.126  Similarly, in the parish of North Tuddenham, 
Norfolk, the wife of Robert Coppen was reported for not coming to their parish 
church to “give God thanckes for her deliverye”. At the same time her husband was 
also reported for not baptising their child at their parish church.127 If this couple were 
hotter sorts of Puritans, then it is not surprising that the wife refused to be churched. 
In late February 1597 Elizabeth Sadcrofte of Gillingham All Saints, Norfolk, “came 
into the church in very disorderly manner & did not geve thanks for her delivery of 
childbirth”.128 As a result of her non-conformity and disorderly behaviour, Elizabeth 
was ordered to perform penance in her parish church on the following Sunday by 
standing “penitentlie in the parishe Churche of Gillingham All Saints from the 
beginning of morning prayer to thend in the middle alye... nighe unto minister‟s seat 
ther, and ymediatelie after the gospel red,” Elizabeth was ordered to stay “penitentlie 
on her knees” making “confession of her fault in suche sorte as shallbe sett her 
downe in a schedule in that behalf.”129 We do not know whether Elizabeth Sadcrofte 
carried out her penance or not. One cleric decided to adapt the ritual rather than 
disregard it altogether. Mr Richard Lathe, curate of St Andrew‟s, Norwich, was 
reported because he refused to “come downe to the seate of the woman to reade 
prayers appointed at the churching, but readeth those prayers standing in his 
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seate.”130 Those women who refused to be churched show that dissent was not 
reliant on words alone. By their absence, these women demonstrated that the failure 
to perform a ritual could be just as powerful a voice for non-conformity as the 
adaptation of the prescribed liturgy. 
 
 
5.4 Of “festival services don to God”: rituals beyond the church walls131 
 
As we have seen, the legislation that governed the correct performance of the 
rituals within the chancel and the nave placed both parishioners and clerics alike in 
the position of having to decide whether or not to participate in the dominant faith 
community or not. Such issues extended beyond the walls of the church and into the 
surrounding areas and beyond into the parish. Not only did the legislation link 
conformity to loyalty to the Crown, but it also raised the question of whether the faith 
community ought to be contained by physical boundaries, both man-made and 
natural, or whether it transcended such boundaries. This can be seen in the matter 
of participation in the annual Rogationtide celebrations and attendance at local 
church services. Rogationtide or perambulation, the “beating of the bounds”, was the 
annual procession around the parish for the purpose of blessing crops and ritually 
enforcing parish boundaries. For many parishioners Rogationtide retained its 
importance, while for others it was yet another sign that the Church did not go far 
enough in re-forming its rituals for Protestant worship. Some parishioners 
demonstrated their protest by their absence from Rogationtide activities. Another 
way in which non-conformists demonstrated their disagreement with the liturgy was 
through the refusal to attend church services. The requirement that parishioners only 
attend services at their parish church attempted to limit the spread of non-conformity. 
Those that were not satisfied with the way in which services were performed in their 
parish church, chose to go elsewhere to listen to services, or would only come to 
church when sermons were given, or would join alternative faith communities. Such 
persons were demonstrating that the bonds of a faith community were not restricted 
to the physical demarcations of parish boundaries, but could transcend the parish 
structure through the bonds of a common faith practice. These individuals placed 
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their convictions above the requirements of the law and the dominant practice of the 
parish, thereby creating more fractures within the faith community. 
 
5.4.1 “[P]raise, liberalitie and rest” – the performance of Rogationtide132 
 
The performance of and participation in Rogationtide, or perambulation, during 
Ascension week was a community event. Led by the parish cleric, and supported by 
the substantial men of the parish and the rest of the community, it was an 
opportunity to offer prayers for a prosperous harvest, reinforce parish boundaries at 
key physical markers, and also for merriment. 133  Rogationtide was the only 
procession that survived the Reformation. It was proscribed by Edward VI in 1547, 
but was re-introduced by Elizabeth I in 1559 and remained in place. Even though it 
was stripped of its pre-Reformation elements – processional banners, handbells to 
drive away evil spirits and Latin prayers – it still retained its essential function of 
supplication for a successful harvest and symbolically reinforced parish boundaries 
that could be marked with church-yard or way-side crosses, like at Long Melford and 
Tilney All Saints, perhaps some even crosses were bereft of their capital and 
head.134 Yet, as we shall see, in 1597 a number of individuals from several parishes 
within the Diocese of Norwich were reported for non-participation in this ritual of 
supplication and solidarity.  
The 1559 Royal Injunctions replaced the reading of Latin prayers with 
vernacular scriptures and prayers. The legislation did not explicitly prohibit 
superstitious activities during the perambulation, but Parker did not let this go 
unnoticed. In his 1566 Advertisements he stipulated that the service was to be 
restricted to the recitation or singing of two psalms, the appropriate litany and homily 
“without addition of any superstitious ceremonies heretofore used.” 135  Parkhurst 
reiterated both Elizabeth I‟s and Parker‟s directives regarding Rogationtide. In his 
1569 visitation articles he ordered: “you shall not use any surplice upon you, or stay 
at any cross, or suffer any banners to be carried, or other superstition to be used, but 
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only give God thanks”. 136  The condemnation of pre-Reformation processional 
banners, often decorated with the images of saints, and stopping at crosses suggests 
that such practices, at least in some parishes, had not ceased.137 Perhaps for many 
within the Diocese Rogationtide still retained its pre-Reformation emblems and rituals. 
Conversely, the requirement for priests to refrain from wearing their surplice suggests 
that, for Parkhurst, Rogationtide was a ritual that did not have the same status as 
those that were prescribed by the Prayer Book.138  
The churchwardens‟ accounts for several parishes record the expenses 
incurred during Rogationtide. These reveal that Rogationtide was an occasion that 
the parish, or at least the churchwardens, saw as a worthy investment. The accounts 
for Tilney All Saints show that the churchwardens were regularly paying for 
expenses for Rogationtide from as early as 1480/1 up until 1547/8. In the year 
1480/1, the churchwardens spent 4d. and in 1482/3 the churchwardens made a part 
payment of 3d. for the annual perambulation.139 Between 1547/8 and 1558/9 there 
was only one payment towards Rogationtide, sometimes called „cross days‟ or cross 
week, which occurred in 1557/8. In this year the churchwardens, Francys Hudson 
and Wylliam Pellam, paid Jorge Longe 2d. “for barying of the Crose on the 
Wednsdays in Crose weke”.140 During Elizabeth‟s reign, the annual perambulation 
was slow to get underway in Tilney All Saints. Between 1559/60 and 1577/8 there 
were only two payments towards Rogationtide expenses, both of which were for 
bread and beer and both records indicate that the celebrations lasted a whole 
week.141 But, from 1577/8 up until 1588/9 Rogationtide was celebrated every year 
(the accounts end in 1589/90). In 1588/9 the churchwardens, William Chappell and 
Henry Nurse, spent a total of 4s. on “bread & drincke” for the Monday and 
Wednesday of “Crosse weeke”. 142  In 1610/11 the churchwardens of St Peter 
Mancroft purchased “wyne and cake” when the parish “went the pambulations”. The 
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following year the parishioners had to make do with just “bread & wyne”.143 It is worth 
noting that from the early 1630s until the mid 1640s Rogationtide was celebrated 
almost every year in this parish. 
 
   
 
 
The “godly” were not only concerned about the excessive feasting and 
merriment, but, and perhaps more importantly, the ritual‟s liturgical and physical links 
with its Roman Catholic past.144 Table 5.4A shows that clerics were the largest group 
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who defaulted for non-participation in the perambulation around the parish. In all 
categories the Archdeaconry of Suffolk had the most defaulters, once again showing 
itself to have a higher number of non-conformists compared to the rest of the 
Diocese. But clerics were not the only ones who defaulted, as lay persons and 
churchwardens were also reported for non-participation. What is also intriguing is 
that non-participation, especially in Suffolk, occurred in groups of two or more, 
clearly suggesting that in these parishes a sub-community of hotter sort of 
Protestants was present.  
Table 5.4B shows that there were several parishes where there was more 
than one person who failed to participate in the perambulation, almost exclusively in 
the Archdeaconry of Suffolk. Even though we cannot know whether such individuals 
within a given parish knew each other, they were certainly not alone in their defiance. 
In the parish of Kelsale, Suffolk, the rector, Mr Brood, George Antelby, churchwarden, 
and three other parishioners did not participate in the perambulation in 1596. Mr 
Brood was simply admonished, but the remainder were all excommunicated.145 Yet 
not all who defaulted met this fate. In the parish of Wingfield, Suffolk, for example, 
the churchwardens John Friston and George Fraunch, along with Mr Bedingfild and 
Francis Warner did not participate in the perambulation, but no punishment was 
recorded.146 It is worth noting that there was a 60% chance that both lay parishioners 
and churchwardens from the same parish could default, compared to a 42% chance 
that both clerics and churchwardens from the same parish would default.147  
Table 5.4A shows that some clerics were prepared to, and evidently did, 
stand alone. In the parish of Stoven, Suffolk, the rector, Edmund Stanhowe braved 
potential public humiliation from his flock for his failure to participate in the 
perambulation and its celebrations. 148  In some parishes however, the 
perambulations had been neglected for several years. There were five parishes in 
the archdeaconry of Suffolk where this was the case, compared to four in the county 
of Norfolk. In the parish of All Saints, South Elmham, Suffolk the perambulation had 
not been “gone 5 or 6 yeares.”149 Similarly, in the parish of Bromswell, Suffolk the 
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perambulation had not “bene gon theise vjj years.” 150  Based on the surviving 
churchwardens‟ accounts for Boxford, no funds were invested in Rogationtide 
celebrations until 1632/3. In this year the churchwardens, Jasper Cole and William 
Whall, spent 8s. on “preambilation...dinners”. 151  The failure to participate in the 
perambulation shows that dissenting behaviour could be carried out within groups, 
especially within the county of Suffolk. Although some were evidently prepared to 
make a stand on their own, others also did so collectively. This refusal to participate 
was an intentional statement that acknowledged the landscape ought to be like their 
parish church, free from all superstitious acts and rituals.  
 
5.4.2 “[W]e...rather follow the perfections of them whome we like not” – attending 
church services152 
 
Religious legislation not only sought to control the movements and 
participation of parishioners within the church, but also sought to control their 
movements beyond the parish boundaries. The Crown and the episcopacy attempted 
to contain an individual‟s faith experience to the parish church within their locality. 
The legislation issued after the Reformation was initially ambiguous on this issue. 
When Elizabeth reintroduced the reception of Holy Communion in both kinds, namely 
both bread and wine, in March 1559, she allowed parishioners to attend other 
churches if they did not have a priest who was willing to serve both the bread and 
wine to communicants.153 Even though this was for a specific reason, it nevertheless 
implied that parishioners could attend another church if the service at their own 
church was not performed correctly. Four months later, in July 1559, the Royal 
Injunctions made a similar allowance. Elizabeth stipulated that: “no person shall, 
neglecting their own parish church, resort to any other church in time of common 
prayer or preaching, except it be by the occasion of some extraordinary sermon in 
some parish of the same town.”154 This allowed people to travel to other services, but 
not too far. The requirement was reiterated in the 1561 visitation articles for the 
Diocese of Norwich. Yet Parkhurst added that if the individual had gained permission 
                                                          
150
 Ibid., 138. 
151
 Boxford CWA FB-77-E2-3 f.56. 
152
 LE, 121. 
153
 TRP, 2:110. 
154
 Ibid., 126. 
217 
 
from the minister of his home parish, then that individual was free to attend Holy 
Communion at another parish, but, it seems, not on a regular basis.155 Parkhurst was 
forced by the Privy Council to tighten his control over the congregations in his 
Diocese. As early as 1569 commissioners were consequently sent to assess the 
level of non-attendance. 156  In the surviving articles for Norwich Diocese, this 
provision was not repeated, but it is implicitly stated in the 1605 articles for 
Canterbury Province.157 
It was not until the seventeenth century that the visitation articles for the 
Norwich Diocese expressed concern regarding parishioners who met in places other 
than in their parish church. It was also the first time that the connection was made 
between conventicles and disloyalty and recusancy became a regular point of inquiry. 
This made church attendance not only a sign of religious faithfulness, but also loyalty 
to the Crown. The 1605 articles issued by Richard Bancroft for the province of 
Canterbury inquired: “Is there any in your Parish that doth hold or frequent any 
Coventicles, or priuat congregations: Or any that do eyther make or maintaine any 
Constitutions agreed vpon, in any such priuat conventicles or assembliese”.158 The 
1605 articles also inquired whether “Popish Recusants” seduced others to their 
“Religion” or “obstinantly abstayned” from divine service or Holy Communion. Unlike 
those that attended conventicles, Bancroft believed that such could be reclaimed 
“from their Errors”.159 In his 1619 visitation articles for the Norwich Diocese Bishop 
Overall was also concerned with those “who come late to church, and depart from 
church before divine service and sermon bee ended. Or whether be there any, that 
perswade others to forbeare and abstaine comming to church to heare divine service, 
and receive the holy communion”.160 The hope that recusants could be reclaimed 
back to the true church was absent from the 1619 articles, and Overall added a 
further inquiry regarding the possession or dispersion of “superstitious books or 
writings” that condemned the Protestant religion, the government or the 
episcopacy.161 Harsnett, in his visitation articles of 1627, was of the same opinion as 
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Bancroft and believed that recusants could be reclaimed. 162  Harsnett, like his 
predecessors, was also concerned with conventicles and suggested that 
parishioners should be mindful of those who are “vehemently suspected to haue 
beene present at any vnlawfull assemblies, conuenticles, or meetings, under colour 
or pretence of any exercise of Religion”.163  
The landscape of the parish became the site of contention amongst those 
who refused to traverse its roads, streets and fields to attend their local church. For 
Protestant non-conformists, holiness was not located within the “flint and lime mortar” 
of the parish church, but rather „it lay in the congregation of the faithful when and 
wherever they chose to assemble.‟164 The recusant or „church papist‟, as Alexandra 
Walsham has shown, maintained an „infrequent‟ association with their parish church 
that was not incompatible with „committed Catholicism.‟165 Yet we cannot presume 
that those who attended services elsewhere were also not fully engaged with the 
faith community of their local parish church. The 1597 returns reveal that non-
attendance was a major issue during the late sixteenth century and that there were 
various reasons why an individual might refuse to attend their parish church. It is 
possible, then, that the 1597 returns represent the most extreme cases, rather than 
the practice of the majority, whether they were conformist, radical or Roman Catholic.  
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Table 5.5A shows that there were three main reasons why parishioners would 
refuse to attend their parish church, namely: Holy Communion, disagreement with 
services/attending other services/conventicles or complete severance from their faith 
community for an alternative faith community. A total of 16% of the parish returns 
noted individuals who failed to attend church services, and of this number 77% 
refused to attend because of Holy Communion, a practice common amongst Roman 
Catholics. 166  It is equally possible that Protestant non-conformists refused to 
participate in Holy Communion, because the manner of its performance was contrary 
to their religious sensibilities. What this suggests is that we cannot draw certain 
categoric conclusions that a particular non-conformist act was solely the domain of 
either Roman Catholics or hotter sort of Protestants, but that such performative acts 
of dissent could be drawn upon by anyone in an act of protest. In 1603 in the parish 
of Kedington [alias?] Ketton [and?] Wrattinge Magna one “gentil woman” was 
reported for being a recusant and, not surprisingly, “doth not receive the Comunion 
upon the earror of transbstancion.”167  
Table 5.5B shows that in 1597 several parishes across the Diocese of 
Norwich had more than one person who failed to participate in Holy Communion, 
even though they may have been present at the service. Aside from spouses, we 
cannot assume that all the defaulters were associated with each other. But at the 
very least, it is possible that they were acquainted with each other and thus had the 
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potential to form an alternative faith community of the hotter sort of Protestants or 
alternatively recusants within the parish. The refusal to participate in Holy 
Communion – the coming together of the parish in a collective expression of faith - 
was effectively a statement of non-participation in the dominant faith community. The 
1597 returns reported numerous cases of individuals who refused to participate in 
Holy Communion, separate from those who were charged with absenteeism, 
recusancy or sectarianism. It is worth noting that the likelihood of someone 
defaulting in both the participation of Holy Communion and absenteeism was not as 
high as might be expected, being only 27%. 168  Christopher Haigh remarks that 
occasional absenteeism was „very common‟. 169  There were non-conformist 
parishioners who, despite defaulting in other areas, still wished to be counted as part 
of the collective faith community of the parish.                
Holy Communion was not the only reason for non-attendance. Disagreement 
with the elements services in general was also a reason why some stayed away or 
went elsewhere. This also led some parishioners to maintain a partial liturgical 
connection with their parish church. Table 5.5A shows that the number of churches 
that reported non-attendance for these two reasons was only 31 out of the total 
number of surviving returns, or 3.7%, suggesting that either the majority were happy 
with their local services, or individuals went to other services in their own time, or it 
was not reported. Some declared their disagreement with the Prayer Book by only 
attending church when sermons were preached, or went elsewhere to hear the Word 
of God. Where reasons were presented, it appears that this was practice found 
amongst Protestant non-conformists rather than Catholics. Matthew Sharpe of 
Aldringham, Suffolk was reported because he was “often absent from his owne 
parish church & resorteth to other churches... unlesse there be a sermonde.”170 Lake 
remarks that in general the godly sought to „avoid the sort of overt separation and 
systematic social shunning that would have rendered their daily lives impossible.‟171 
After all, non-conformists still had to live and work alongside their conforming 
neighbours. What this tells us is that only a small minority were prepared to separate 
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themselves entirely from collective worship with the dominant faith community. As 
Sharon L. Arnoult comments, „[w]hile all English men and women were not in the 
pews every time the law specified, the vast majority kept the spirit if not the letter of 
the law and attended more often than not.‟172 
For some non-conformists, disagreement over services led them to travel 
elsewhere for their spiritual instruction, whilst others formed or joined sub-
communities within their parish. Collinson comments that for the most part the 
existence of conventicles and the practice of „gadding‟ to sermons in other parishes 
functioned alongside, rather than in opposition to, community worship. 173  This 
enabled the hotter sort of Protestant to maintain „views‟ that „were almost 
indistinguishable from... separatists, but who remained members of... [their] 
parishes‟.174 Unfortunately the 1597 returns generally do not allow us to make such 
distinctions. Nevertheless, they do indicate the parishes where such conventicles, 
and thus sub-communities of hotter Protestants, were active. In the parish of Upwell, 
Norfolk, Thomas Johnson, senior, was reported because he “hath Conventicles in 
his howse & hath diverse resorte thether.”175 Johnson was excommunicated but was 
absolved on 6 April 1598.176 There were several individuals from Johnson‟s parish 
that were also reported for attending his conventicle: William Goldwell, Thomas 
Towler and his wife, Leonard Barnes and John Bosse. Like Johnson, these 
individuals were also excommunicated and then absolved on the same day as 
Johnson.177 In the parish of Hemingstone, Suffolk, Mr Ralph Cantrell, gent, and his 
wife were reported because they “repaire not into the church to heare divine service, 
but they sitt usually in a lytle newe howse built by him to heare divine servyce”.178 
There is no mention of anybody else attending these services, but given that Cantrell 
was a gentleman, it is possible that his servants were also attending these services.  
In addition to those that may have exercised a partial liturgical connection with 
their local church, the 1597 returns also record the few individuals who severed all  
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liturgical ties with the dominant faith community and joined faith communities based 
on conviction.179 The 1597 returns record John Downe, gent, and his wife Mary of 
the parish of Babingley, Norfolk, who had not attended their parish church for twenty 
years. Downe and his wife were reported for being “notorious” Catholic recusants “& 
obstinately refuseth to be partaker with the church of England.”180 Thomas Benninge, 
from the parish of Dennington, Suffolk, was reported because he “did recave into his 
howse one Thomas Wade & his wife, recusants, who said they were Londiners.” In 
his defence Benninge argued that “he gyve no entertainment to anie suche persone, 
but the said Wards wife”. The apparitor, Thomas Mitfyld, was evidently not convinced 
and ordered Benninge to appear before the Bishop.181 Table 5.5C shows the results 
of a report undertaken in 1603 on behalf of the Bishop of Norwich to ascertain the 
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level of recusansy and non-communicants within the Diocese. Only the figures for 
the archdeaconry of Sudbury (209 returns) have survived but the survey reveals that 
recusancy and sectarianism, which occurred in 15% of parishes in this archdeaconry, 
often happened in groups.182 In 1631 the churchwardens of Boxford made a part 
payment of 4s. for a certificate “for Recusants”, but there is no indication as to 
whether  these individuals were locals.183  
East Anglia, or Suffolk in particular, was also home to a sectarian group, 
called the Brownists. The sectarian group was named after Robert Brown, a cleric 
from Suffolk, who became disillusioned with the lack of reform and thus founded his 
own separatist group in Norwich in 1581.184 MacCulloch remarks that the Brownists 
were characterised by quarrelsomeness, and several were accused, convicted or 
even executed for their beliefs.185 At least three to five Brownists were executed 
during the 1580s, including two from Bury St Edmunds, and another three in 1593.186 
In 1582 Thomas Gibbs (Gibson?), a Brownist from St Mary‟s in Bury St Edmunds, 
who also printed Browne‟s tracts, was accused of painting the pointed rebuke to a 
lukewarm Church found in Revelation 3:16 around the newly installed royal arms of 
Elizabeth I.187 In this single act Gibbs not only insulted Elizabeth I, but did so using 
quintessentially Protestant material culture – English scripture text. Significantly, the 
1597 visitation returns record no instances of Brownists in the county of Norfolk. The 
wife of John Rivett, from Lowestoft, Suffolk, “stood excommunicated” for the past two 
years because she was a Brownist. Mrs Rivett was not satisfied with just absenting 
herself from her parish church, but she also wanted people to know what she 
believed as it was reported that she “doth obstinately hold heresies & errors against 
Religion.”188 In the parish of St Clement, Ipswich, one Dowsinge, a glover, was also 
reported as being a Brownist who had not attended his “parishe church, neyther hath 
he at anye tyme theis two years receyved the Comunion, as the common reporte 
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goethe in the parishe.”189 It appears that sectarianism could come at a price, the 
least being notoriety. The refusal to attend church services or to even sever all 
liturgical ties with a faith community demonstrated that religious experience was not 
necessarily tied to a local parish or even a physical location. For such individuals, 
their faith community extended beyond the parish church into private homes or even 
other parishes, thereby dissolving the boundary of the parish church and the 
landscape beyond. 
 
5.5 “[N]othinge more contagious and pestilent then...harmonie”: music and  
   worship190 
 
As we have seen, non-conforming parishioners and clerics had much to contend 
with in the performance of many of the rituals prescribed by the 1559 Prayer Book. 
The 1597 returns contained numerous cases of individuals, both clerics and lay 
persons, who refused to comply with the law on the performance of and participation 
in the liturgy. These instances show that the implementation of a new faith practice 
was not only about re-forming the church space and its objects, but also how people 
interacted with that space and their fellow parishioners. It was a process that could 
be contradictory, contentious and unpredictable. Nevertheless, there were 
opportunities for the parish to collectively express its faith and reinforce a sense of 
community that did not generally cause contention within the parish. Two such 
occasions were psalm singing and bell ringing. Both the performance of and 
participation in parish church music and the ringing of bells were significantly re-
formed for Protestant sentiments. Christopher Marsh remarks that the Reformation 
changed the „soundscape‟ of both church music and bell peals.191 It is perhaps for 
this reason that these two activities survived the Civil Wars. It is also worth noting 
that both psalm singing and certain bell ringing did not feature heavily in either the 
state or diocesan legislation during this period, and it may be because, for 
Protestants, music was not perhaps considered as part of the „core of formal 
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liturgical worship‟.192 Music was largely voluntary in church services and at times of 
thanksgiving shows a commitment by parishes to incorporate music as an 
expression of the collective faith community. 
 
5.5.1 “[W]herein a minde religiously affected delighteth” – psalm singing in the parish 
     church193 
 
Like Holy Communion and listening to sermons, music, or more specifically 
psalm singing, enabled the congregation, the minister and any attendants to join 
together in a collective and verbal confession of their faith.194 The singing of metrical 
psalms – the Biblical psalms set to music – in the vernacular enabled congregations 
for the first time to verbally participate in the worship service in a way that was 
„unprecedented and monumental‟. 195  Pre-Reformation parish church music was 
performed by clerics, choirboys and/or organists. In contrast, post-Reformation 
parish church music was performed by the congregation, the minister and any 
attendants. It was often performed in unison and unaccompanied (where organs 
were not present or had been removed, as at Boxford in 1548/9 and Cratfield in 
1575/6) and did not stir the ire of the hotter sort of Protestants in parish 
communities.196 The ownership of psalters predated the 1559 Royal Injunctions, as 
Boxford purchased two psalters in 1549/50 for 4s.197 But it was during the later part 
of the sixteenth century and into the seventeenth century that congregational psalm 
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singing, aided by the use of metrical psalms or psalters (the terms appear to be 
interchangeable) took hold of congregations across the country.198  
Unlike Hooker, who praised the production of harmony in church music, 
religious legislation emphasised the need for the lyrics to be plainly understood so 
that they do not detract from the spiritual message of the song. The 1559 Royal 
Injunctions did not make the ownership of psalters compulsory but it did give detailed 
instructions as to how “the laudable science of music” was to be employed during the 
time of worship.199 Elizabeth stipulated that the use of singing or music could remain 
as part of the service – “the best sort of melody and music that may be conveniently 
devised... understood and perceived” – so long as “the same may be as plainly 
understood as if it were read without singing.”200 Insofar as the scheduling of the 
music during the service went, the 1559 injunctions stated that music could be 
performed either at the beginning or at the end of the service.201  
The episcopacy also supported singing in church.202 Archbishop Parker, in his 
1566 Advertisments, also emphasised that any part of the liturgy that was sung 
during church services should not be performed at the expense of the clarity of its 
message. Parker stated: “the Common Prayer be said or sung decently or distinctly, 
in such place as the Ordinary shall think meet for the largeness and straitness of the 
church and choir, so that the people may be most edified” (see plate 5.5B).203 In his 
1561 visitation articles, Parkhurst also expressed concern regarding the type of 
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songs that were to be used for church services. For Parkhurst, “the song [sung] in the 
church [ought to be] modest and distinct, so devised and used that the ditty may be 
plainly understood.”204 Between 1561 and 1630 there are no statements of inquiry 
regarding the proper use of music in the visitation articles for the Diocese of Norwich, 
save in the 1597 diocesan visitation articles and the 1606 articles for the 
archdeaconry of Norwich that inquired whether the parish owned psalters.205 This 
suggests that the requirement to incorporate music, specifically psalm singing, into 
church services was not a priority for the Crown or the episcopacy. At the same time, 
however, its mention in the 1559 Royal Injunctions, which were required to be read 
aloud in church, indicates that if it was to be included, it was to be done in a way that 
enhanced the message of the psalm. Therefore the incorporation of music into 
church services was largely voluntary and shows a desire to enhance the collective 
worship experience and increase congregational participation. 
The most common edition of the metrical psalms was the Whole Book of 
Psalms by Thomas Sternhold and John Hopkins. It was first published in 1563 and by 
1640 it had gone through 482 editions. It became „the most frequently printed book‟ 
of its time and was often bound with the Bible and the Prayer Book (see plates 5.5C, 
5.6 and 5.7).206 At the same time, smaller editions of the Prayer Book and Whole 
Book of Psalms were also published (see plate 5.8). 207  Parish clerks had the 
responsibility to lead out in congregational singing through the slow musical method 
of lining out, where one line would be sung and then the congregation would repeat 
it.208 Thus neither ownership nor literacy was a pre-requisite to participation. Marsh 
remarks that the ability of people to memorise tunes by ear – a practice common in 
secular music as is evidenced in the plethora of ballad tunes in circulation - suggests 
that they could also memorise psalm tunes.209 
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 Table 5.6 shows that in 1597 only seventeen parishes were recorded for 
defaulting on the ownership of psalters for the use of congregational worship. It is 
possible that the absence of a default in psalter ownership in the returns may have 
equated to private ownership of psalters. Alternatively it is also possible that many 
churchwardens did not see the necessity to report on psalter ownership as it was not 
mandatory. Nevertheless, the churchwardens‟ accounts for several parishes record  
 
 
 
the purchase of psalters, probably for the clerk, and provide some insight into the 
importance placed on psalm singing as part of the collective faith experience.  
The parishioners of Tilney All Saints valued the role of singing as part of their 
worship services. Prior to the Reformation, music had played an important part in 
services. The parish owned an organ which was maintained at least up until 1551/2, 
after which it is no longer mentioned.210 It appears that the parish also had a choir as 
there is a part payment of 16s. in 1469/70 to a “qwyth leadyor”, and in 1478/9 the 
“bokys in [the] choir” were repaired.211 The fifteenth-century misericords are still in 
situ in the chancel, albeit in Victorian surrounds, so the church certainly had the 
physical capacity to cater for a choir.212 Perhaps in response to the 1559 Royal 
Injunctions that supported singing during services, and perhaps also to maintain a 
long-standing tradition, the churchwardens were keen to equip their church for 
Protestant music. In 1559 the churchwardens, John Pellam and Wylliam Howse, 
purchased three psalters for the church. 213  Eight years later in 1567/8 the 
churchwardens, John Pellam and W[illia]m Dowe,  purchased “ij bok of Genevayes 
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(samyes)” at a cost of 4s. 8d. 214 The Genevan psalms were the both the precursor 
to and the basis of the Sternhold and Hopkins psalms that were to become popular 
in parish churches.215 In 1581/2, the churchwardens purchased yet another psalter 
for a part payment of 10s. 4d.216 Tilney All Saints was not the only parish that 
recorded the purchase of psalters and valued the performance of psalm singing. In 
1559/60 Boxford purchased another psalter for 12d. 217  In 1561/2 one of the 
churchwardens of North Elmham, William Bache, purchased “a newe saulter” for the 
church for 22d.218 The 1577 inventory for Redenhall listed that the parish owned four 
psalters by this date.219 Despite disagreements over other components of communal 
worship, psalm singing provided an opportunity for the faith community to gather 
together, even if momentarily, as one community for purpose of praising God. 
 
 
5.5.2 “Ring out loud sounding bells” – the call to worship and thanksgiving220 
 
Processing around the parish fields for Rogationtide and walking across the 
green to church was not the only way in which the landscape surrounding the faith 
community of the parish came under the influence of the Reformation. Church bells 
and their peals were re-formed and employed for Protestant rituals, although they 
were not without controversy.221 As psalm singing was one way to reinforce the 
dominant faith community within the church walls, the ringing of bells – for worship 
and thanksgiving – could do the same beyond those very walls. 
Prior to the Reformation bells were rung to call parishioners to communal 
worship on Sundays, week days, saints‟ days, major festivals and at funerals. In 
addition to the bells in the tower, bells were also located in other parts of the church. 
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The sanctus bell, generally located in a bell-cote or turret on the chancel roof, called 
parishioners beyond the church walls to bow for mass. The sacring bell, located 
within the church, called those within the church to kneel for the Elevation of the 
Host. 222  As a result of the Reformation, bell peals primarily called parishioners 
together for a very different reason – the sermon. 223   The 1552 Prayer Book 
stipulated that a bell should be rung after the morning prayer to call parishioners 
together into the church for the reading of the litany.224 The 1559 Royal Injunctions 
reiterated Edward‟s 1547 directive regarding the use of bells.225 Elizabeth ordered 
that the ringing of bells was also prohibited, save for a single bell “to be rung or 
knolled before the sermon”.226 So it is not surprising that the Royal Order of 1561 
stipulated that bells and steeples were not to be destroyed or alienated.227 The 1606 
articles for the archdeaconry of Norwich emphasised the use of bells to call 
parishioners to sermons. It inquired: “Whether vpon Wednesdaies and Fridaies, not 
being holy daies, weekly warning being giuen, to the Parishioners by the tolling of a 
bell, to frequent their Parish Church. And also vppon Tuesdaies in like sort, the 
Letanie, Suffrages, and the praiers appointed by authoritie, for his Maiesties happie 
deliuerance”. 228  Marsh remarks that the ringing of a single bell for the 
commencement of the sermon or homily „was a precise Protestant substitute for the 
moment of sacring‟. He suggests that the bell that was used for this purpose was a 
bell that was located in the nave.229 But given that it was rung to call people to 
sermons, this would suggest that it needed to be an external bell - either a tower bell 
or the sanctus bell. It is worth pointing out that Parkhust did not mention the use of 
bells in his 1561 visitation articles, although in his 1569 visitation articles he 
condemned the ringing of bells on All Saints‟ Day and similar occasions.230 Hooker 
remained silent in his Laws Ecclesiastical on the use of bells.  
Calling parishioners to sermons within their parish was not the only way in 
which bells were used. Bells were also employed for another reason – that of 
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thanksgiving. Aside from the celebrations of the Crown, religious legislation does not 
mention the use of bells in this way. But, as we will soon see, bells were certainly put 
to this use. In a text for the annual celebration of Elizabeth‟s accession to the throne, 
bells were part of the symphony of sound: “Ring out loud sounding bells; on organs 
play;/To music‟s mirth let all estates incline”.231 David Cressy remarks that puritans 
were ambivalent towards the use of bells. For puritans, bells had strong associations 
with Catholic uses and rituals. But, at the same time, „bells could usefully be 
harnessed to activities that puritans held dear.‟232 John Blatchly has observed that 
only a handful of bells in Norfolk and Suffolk, fourteen in total, suffered damage in 
1644.233 
The churchwardens‟ accounts for several parishes record multiple payments 
for bell maintenance, indicating that the bells were regularly used. In so doing, 
parishes acknowledged the important function of bell ringing as an audible 
expression of the dominant faith community, regardless of whether the bells retained 
pre-Reformation inscriptions. Churchwardens were constantly spending money on 
items such as baldrics (the leather strap from which the clapper was suspended) bell 
ropes, bell wheels, the bell itself, or purchasing new bells. In 1564/5 the 
churchwardens of North Elmham 2s. 7d. on “white Leather hide” to make new 
baldrics for their bells.234 In 1575/6 the churchwardens of the parish of Tilney All 
Saints, Thomas Bartryle and Symone Adysone, organised several collections to 
fundraise for a new bell and from which they received 20s. 6d.235 In 1595/6 the 
churchwardens of Cratfield paid a scrivener at Norwich 11d. “for making of the bond 
for our asurans for the tuning of the bell”. 236  Holland remarks that in 1617/18 
Cratfield‟s fifth bell was recast and it bore the following inscription: “If with my fellows 
I doe agree,/Then listen to our harmony.” It was also inscribed with the initials of the 
churchwardens for that year, William Dowsing (not the William Dowsing of Civil War 
fame) and George Smith, and William Brend.237 In 1608/9 the churchwardens of 
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Boxford paid 2s. for “bell whillis”.238 It is clear from these examples that parishes 
were keen to keep their bells ringing. It is perhaps also for this reason that defaults 
on bells occurred only two times in the 1597 returns: in Clippesby, Norfolk for the 
unauthorised selling of a broken bell and in St Stephen, Ipswich for the unauthorised 
removal of a “saintes bell”.239   
Churchwardens‟ accounts also record various occasions on which bells were 
used. As mentioned, calling parishioners to sermons was the new, reformed use of 
bells. At the same time, bells were also used to celebrate Protestant victories and 
sound out thanksgiving. Any resident recusants may have cringed at such “profane” 
uses. The churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft were eager to do both and the 
accounts give detailed records for the various uses to which the bells were put. From 
about 1579/80 until the accounts end in 1706 (excepting the 1650s), regular 
payments were made to bell ringers to call parishioners to sermons, to 
commemorate Crown victories and to celebrate the royal family on various occasions 
and thanksgiving (see plate 5.9 and Appendix B.9).240   As the parish church is 
located on a hill, the bell peals would have carried some distance beyond the church 
grounds. It appears that the clerk of St Peter Mancroft was responsible for ringing 
the bell to call parishioners to sermons. In 1588/9 the churchwardens paid the clerk 
20s. “for his yeares wages for ringing the sermond bell”.241 By 1609/10 the clerk was 
paid £1 16s. 8d.242 This may have resulted from an increase in wages or an increase 
in sermons. In 1635/6 the churchwardens paid Robert Smyth 3s. 4d. for “Ringinge 
the Bell for evening sermons”.243 Similarly, the churchwardens of Metfield paid 9d. in 
1590 to one Woodcocke “for ringing the sermon bell”.244 In 1588 the churchwardens 
of St Peter Mancroft paid 2s. 6d. “for ringing on the rejoicing daie for victorie agaynst 
the Spanyards”, namely the defeat of the Spanish Armada.245 The failed attempt of 
Prince Charles to marry the Roman Catholic Spanish Infanta was also a reason to 
ring the bells. In 1622/3 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft paid 6s. “upon the 
prince Charles coming from Spayne”.246 Cressy comments that no other event in 
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early Stuart England was celebrated with as much „intensity‟ as this event – a 
celebration imbued with anti-Catholic sentiment. 247  In the parish of Metfield, the 
ringers were only paid 5s. for the same task.248 In 1625/6 the church bells of St Peter 
Mancroft rang on several occasions: the marriage of Charles I to Henrietta Maria of 
France, “Souerys Day”, “Ketts Daye”, “gunpowder Day”, “Corronacon Day” and 27th 
March “for [the] Corronacion”.249  Gunpowder Day – the celebration of the foiled 
Roman Catholic plot to kill James I on 5 November 1605 – was marked almost 
immediately across the country with „bonfires, bells, services and a temporary 
suspension of everyday activity.‟ 250  The late recording of the Gunpowder 
celebrations may not necessarily mean that the day was not commemorated in St 
Peter Mancroft. This is probably because such celebrations were funded by the civic 
elite of Norwich, which also included trumpeters, the firing of cannons, and 
assembling at St Peter Mancroft in the afternoon for a special service. 251  It is 
possible that in 1625/6 the churchwardens, for the first time, had to pay for the 
ringing of the bells on 5 November. The churchwardens of Cratfield did not record 
the celebration of this occasion until 1613/14.252 
The survival of medieval bells beyond the mid sixteenth century was mixed. 
Some parishes retained their pre-Reformation bells, whilst other parishes destroyed 
or sold their bells, or some were even stolen.253 But we need to be wary of reading 
such activity as acts of iconoclasm. Marsh remarks that even William Dowsing left 
most bells „untouched‟.254 Metfield only has one pre-Reformation bell, which dates to 
the fifteenth century, and one post-Reformation bell dated 1568. It is unknown 
whether these bells have inscriptions.255 Redenhall also has one pre-Reformation 
bell dated 1514 and it bears the following inscription: “STELLA MARIA MARIS 
SECCURE PIISSIMA” [Most Holy Mary With Supreme Power of [over?] Sea [and] 
Star].256 There are also two early modern bells, one dated 1588 and one date 1621. 
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The 1588 bell is also inscribed: “COELI SOLAMEN NOBIS DET DEVS-THOMAS 
DRAPER ME FACIT” [God Gave Us For Glory [And] Solace - Thomas Draper Made 
Me].257 It is possible that this bell was cast in celebration of the defeat of the Spanish 
Armada, which happened in the same year. 
One bell in particular appears to have had a mixed response from 
parishioners after the Reformation. This was the sanctus bell that was located in a 
bell-cote or turret on the gable at the east end of the chancel. Prior to the 
Reformation it was used to alert parishioners outside of the church that the Elevation 
of the Host was about to take place. After the Reformation, some were removed and 
others appear to have been used for Protestant activities. Redenhall still has a bell 
turret but it is made from different stone work to the roof, suggesting a more recent 
date (see plate 5.10).258 The bell that currently hangs in that bell-cote was reportedly 
added some time after 2004. St Peter Mancroft has its two original bell-cotes at the 
east end of the chancel, but the date of the bell is unknown (see plate 5.11A and 
5.11B).259 Cratfield is still in possession of its sanctus bell dated c.1400, which is 
currently stored in the vestry and bears the following inscription: „VIRGINIS 
EGREGIE, VOCOR CAMPANA MARIE (I am called the bell of the glorious Virgin 
Mary), PREY FOR THE SOLE OF WILLIAM ALEYS‟.260 The bell is listed in the 
Cratfield inventory of 1555 and is reported to have been used at some point as the 
clock bell (see plates 5.12A, 5.12B and Appendix B.7H).261 Despite the probable re-
formed use of Cratfield‟s sanctus bell, in its ringing for Protestant purposes, whether 
for sermons or other uses, it still kept the memory of William Aleys alive. The 
churchwardens‟ accounts for North Elmham also make reference to what may have 
been the sanctus bell, suggesting it was still in use in these parishes, although the 
reformed use of the bell is unknown. At some point between 1567/8 and 1570/1 the 
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churchwardens paid 2s. “to Springer for mending the Sawance bell”. 262  The 
churchwardens of St Steven‟s, Ispwich reported in 1597 that John Rand took the 
“saintes bell” from the church.263 
There are several maintenance payments for what appears to be the sanctus 
bell in the Boxford churchwardens‟ accounts. At some time between 1559/60 and 
1565/6 the churchwardens paid 10s. for the “mendynge of the sanse bell”.264 In 
1588/9 the churchwardens paid 12d. for a “roop for the sanc belle” (see plate 
5.13A).265 In 1624/5 the churchwardens of Boxford paid a further 1s. “for A Rope for 
the saints bell”.266 In 1627/8 the churchwardens made a part payment of 2s. for two 
lines, possibly ropes, for the “sance bell” (see plate 5.13B).267 In 1631/2 another line 
was purchased for the “saints bell” at a cost of 1s.268 The multiple purchases of rope 
and line suggests that the bell was hung, rather than rung by hand. Thus it is 
possible that the sanse bell and the saints bell was actually the sanctus bell still in 
use. In 1640/1, the churchwardens recorded two payments for a rope and the 
mending of the “psalme bell”, and it is the first time and only that the term “psalme 
bell” is used in the Boxford accounts to describe a bell (see plate 5.13C).269  But that 
this is a possibility is indicated by the fact that the other bells were referred to in the 
accounts as “bells”, “great bell”, “third bell”, “little bell”.270  In 1614 the churchwardens 
record a payment of 20s. for the “fowth bell & the saints bellwheeles”, indicating that 
the sanctus bell was a distinct bell.271 Between 1640 and 1660 neither the term 
sanse/saints bell or psalm bell is used again, although maintenance on other bells 
continues. So it is possible that the churchwardens changed the name of the sanctus 
bell in the records in order to save it. The continued presence and use of bells, albeit 
for largely different reasons after the Reformation, stands as a testament to the 
effective way in which such adaptations could, and did, take place. Even though 
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bells now were rung for sermons and Protestant victories, and not for Mass, they still 
signalled to the parish to gather together at their church as a faith community. 
 
 
 
5.6 Conclusion – contested gestures in contesting communities 
 
The performance of rituals, both within the parish church and beyond its walls, 
raises the question of what it meant to belong to, and to participate in, a faith 
community. From the participation of Holy Communion as a kneeling communicant, 
to the baptism of a baby in a stone font, to processing around the parish in 
supplication and festivities – all of these reinforced a faith community which 
expressed itself through rituals that promoted uniformity and solidarity. At the same 
time, the conscious decision not to participate in or perform these very rituals 
indicated a desire by such individuals that a faith community ought to be based on 
the Word. Yet the insistence of both the Crown and conforming parishioners to see 
such rituals as central to the faith experience, forced some to seek out or form sub-
communities who differed on how collective worship ought to be conducted. For at 
least some Protestant non-conformists and Roman Catholic recusants this was a 
partial liturgical separation. The dissenting cleric who failed to wear the surplice, still 
performed services or at least preached sermons and most performed Holy 
Communion. The women who refused to be churched, still, as far as we know, 
attended church services alongside those who did or did not participate in Holy 
Communion. Yet there were a few – recusants and Brownists – who chose complete 
liturgical separation. Over the course of the early modern period, Protestant faith 
communities in the Diocese of Norwich proved themselves to be often fractured and 
contested sites of religious practice and far from the unified image of a Puritan 
hotspot. However, there were opportunities for these same communities to express 
their faith in God in ways that also engendered solidarity through the Protestant 
practice of psalm singing and the re-formed use of bell peals, for worship and 
thanksgiving. Yet, as we will see, by the mid seventeenth century these contested 
gestures within contesting Protestant communities would be intensified by the push 
of Archbishop William Laud for a greater ceremonialism that brought about the 
237 
 
backlash of Parliament against all forms of ceremony and the objects used for their 
performance. 
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   Plate 5.1: Richard Hooker, Of   Plate 5.2: Richard Day, A booke of Christian praiers (1578), f.41r, 
   The Lawes of Ecclesiastical     detail of Holy Communion. EEBO.  
   Polity, V (1597), title page.  
   EEBO. 
 
 
 
      
 Plate 5.3: Richard Day, A booke of Christian praiers (1578),     Plate 5.4A: Font, Boxford, Suffolk 
 f.41v., detail of baptism. EEBO.         (July 2011). Author‟s own  
           photograph. 
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Plate 5.4B: Font, detail, Boxford       Plate 5.5: Book of Common Prayer (1638), detail of  
Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own      churching ceremony. Fryer Library, University of 
photograph.         Queensland. Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
 
                     
         Plate 5.6: Sternhold and Hopkins, The Plate 5.6B: Bible (1609) and Sternhold and Hopkins, 
        Whole Booke of Psalms...(1601), detail of  The Whole Booke of Psalms (1601) bound together. 
        Lord‟s Prayer and the Ten Commandments Fryer Library, University of Queensland. Author‟s 
        set to music. Fryer Library, University of own photograph. 
        Queensland. Author‟s own photograph. 
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 Plate 5.6C: Bible (1609) and Whole Booke of       Plate 5.7: Geneva Bible (1614) and  
 Psalmes (1601), showing leather cover.        Sternhold and Hopkins, Whole Booke of 
 Fryer Library, University of Queensland.        Psalmes (1614). Victoria and Albert 
 Author‟s own photograph.         Museum. Author‟s own photograph. 
           
Plate 5.8: Book of Common Prayer (1633) and Whole Booke 
               of Psalmes (1634), bound. Victoria and Albert Museum. 
               Author‟s own photograp 
                            
   Plate 5.9: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich,       Plate 5.10: Sanctus bell turret, Redenhall, Norfolk, 
   steeple, looking south (July 2011)       (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
   Author‟s own photograph. 
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  Plate 5.11A: Sanctus bell turrets, St Peter Mancroft,    Plate 5.11B: Sanctus bell turret, detail, St    
  Norwich (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.     Peter Mancroft, Norwich (July 2011). 
          Author‟s own photograph. 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                      
Plate 5.12A: Sanctus bell, Cratfield, Suffolk         Plate 5.12B: Sanctus bell, detail, Cratfield 
(July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.          Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
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 Plate 5.13A: Boxford CWA, detail, record of maintenance to the “sance” [sanctus] bell  
 (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. Suffolk Record Office – Bury St Edmunds. 
 
 
 
 
  
Plate 5.13B: Boxford CWA, detail, record of maintenance to the “sance” [sanctus] bell 
(July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. Suffolk Record Office – Bury St Edmunds. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Plate 5.13C: Boxford CWA, detail, record of maintenance to the “psalme” [sanctus] bell 
(July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. Suffolk Record Office – Bury St Edmunds.
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Chapter 6 
 
Purged Again: destruction and re-formation in mid seventeenth- 
century England 
 
 
 
„In the church, was Peter‟s keys, and the Jesuit‟s badge, in the window; and Mary 
on the top of the roof. I for Jesus, H for Hominum, and S for Salvator; and a dove 
for the Holy Ghost, in wood; and the like in the chancel; and there, in brass, Orate 
pro animabus; and the steps to be levelled, by Sept. 7. Mr [blank] Jermin, the Gent. 
in the town, refused to take the inscription, as the churchwarden informed, whose 
name is [blank].‟ 
 
Journal of William Dowsing, entry recording visit to Metfield, 30 August 16441 
 
 
 
„He counselled the said Thomas Cooper to putt away his wife because she made 
conscience of cominge upp to the rayle to be Churched, & counselled the said 
Cooper to keepe a maid & give her five pounds.‟ 
 
Accusation brought against Theodore Beale, curate of Boxford, 16442 
 
 
 
In 1637/8 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft started the process of altering the 
window at the east end of the chancel (see Appendix B.9A). In this year, £4 6s. 11d. 
was spent on “iron work about the great Window”.3 Seven years later, in 1643/4, the 
churchwardens purchased “nailes to fasten the glas by the windows”, spent £1 15s. 
4d. on new glass and hired the services of a glazier for £3 18s.4 In 1648/9 further 
maintenance work was undertaken on the East Window to repair the tracery at a 
total cost of £1 20s. and 13s. for “setting vpp the seeling at the East window”.5 A 
year later, the churchwardens commissioned the task of boarding up the East 
Window at a total cost of £2 1s. By 1651, the churchwardens paid Samuel Parker for 
                                                          
1
 Cooper, ed. Journal of William Dowsing, 315-6. 
2
 Clive Holmes, ed. The Suffolk Committees for Scandalous Ministers 1644 – 1646 (Suffolk Records 
Society, XIII, 1970), 42. 
3
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 61.  
4
 Ibid., 68. 
5
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 75; St Peter Mancroft CWA PD26/71(S) f.370. Pevsner 
comments that it was the east wall that was repaired in 1648, but according to the churchwardens ‟ 
accounts it was the window. See Pevnser, North-East Norfolk and Norwich, 250. 
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“taking downe” the stones out of East Window and “hanging upp the great Cloth 
before the window”.6 It is possible that this cloth was hung up to stop any loose 
debris from falling into the chancel whilst the stones were being removed, or it may 
have been a wall hanging used whilst the window was being repaired. Once more, in 
1652, the churchwardens paid one Martin Marly £55 “for [re]recting and rep[ar]inge 
of [the] East Window”. The churchwardens also paid William [?Suttes] £10 “for the 
glasing of the [?great] East Window & other [...]”, and so by 1652 the entire East 
Window was renovated.7 
 The task of renovating the large east window at St Peter Mancroft, was no 
small feat. But what is most revealing is that this work was undertaken during the 
1640s and early 1650s, during the Civil Wars Commonwealth and Protectorate 
periods when the second wave of iconoclasm was in play. The accounts do not 
specify the reasons for the east window being repaired, nor do they specify whether 
the replacement glass was plain or decorated. However, we do get a clue from the 
minutes of a meeting “of the p[ar]ishioners” that took place in 1644.8 Those present 
at this meeting decided that a collection should be taken up from amongst the 
parishioners to fund the purchase of new glass for the church windows, which would 
replace “all superstitious pictures in glasse windowes & other popish trash there”.9 
We do not know exactly what these superstitious images in the East Window were, 
but given the prominence of this window within the church, it may still have contained 
pre-Reformation imagery. This also shows that, within this parish, certain influential 
members had been successful in saving these images from earlier destruction. The 
church was under the patronage of the parish rather than a titled individual, so it is 
likely that whoever dominated parish leadership also influenced the nature of 
collective worship.10 The need to take up a collection for the window also suggests 
that there was some resistance within the parish towards this project, as well as a 
desire to preserve the beauty of the chancel. 
 The debate over what form Protestant worship within the parish church should 
take was pushed to its limits during the early part of the seventeenth century. The 
                                                          
6
 St Peter Mancroft CWA [transc.], 1: 81. 
7
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divergence amongst Protestant sub-communities that was centred on the debate 
over adiaphora intensified as a result of competing programmes to reform and re-
claim the church space through the divisive forms and uses of Protestant and pre-
Reformation material culture. Thus the parish church became the battle-ground 
between the high ceremonial Protestantism of the 1630s and the austerity of radical 
Protestantism of the 1640s and 1650s. For the first time since the Edwardian reforms, 
parish churches would once again become subject to radical re-forms of its material 
culture. The 1640s saw a second wave of iconoclastic activity that reversed much of 
what was implemented during the 1630s, as well as pushing the destruction of 
images and other “popish” items well beyond what was carried out during the early 
Reformation. By 1660 faith communities would be irreversibly fractured and could no 
longer contain competing sub-communities. Those who were sympathetic towards 
the Book of Common Prayer, as practiced prior to 1630, supported the new Book of 
Common Prayer issued in 1662, but those that were not sympathetic joined 
themselves to other non-conformist communities. The Reformation for them was 
being undone. 
This chapter will explore four initiatives that shaped the way in which the 
parish church was furnished and how congregations sought to experience their faith 
within the context of community worship: 1) Laudian reforms to beautify church 
interiors, 2) Parliamentary iconoclasm to reverse the Laudian reforms, 3) the 
Parliamentary implementation of a new liturgy, namely, The Directory of Public 
Worship, and 4) the introduction of the 1662 Book of Common Prayer.  
The first initiative, namely, the „beauty of holiness‟ programme, was 
implemented during the 1630s by key ceremonialist clerics including Archbishop 
William Laud. The legislation placed a greater emphasis on the ceremonial aspects 
of the liturgy and shifted the emphasis away from preaching and “the Word” to 
ceremony and ritual. The special orientation and importance of the church also 
changed from the equal importance of both the nave and the chancel to the 
dominance of the chancel. Yet, as we shall see, several parishes continued to invest 
parish funds in preaching programmes and the material culture of the Reformation, 
such as pulpits and Bibles.  
The second initiative was the iconoclastic backlash against the Laudian 
reforms that was led by Parliament with support from some parishes between 
approximately 1640-5. Both Parliament and its supporters within the parishes were 
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repulsed at the possibility of what they interpreted as a shift in the Church of England 
toward popish rituals. They feared Roman Catholicism re-entering the sacred space 
of the parish church and, insofar as parishioners were concerned, the interference in 
the local liturgical practice of parishes.  
The third initiative was the Parliamentary implementation of a new liturgy – 
The Directory of Public Worship (January 1644/5). Now that many parish churches 
had been stripped bare of much of their remaining imagery or superstitious objects, 
they needed to be re-ordered for reformed worship according to the Parliamentary 
liturgy. This shifted the emphasis of community worship away from a highly 
ceremonial liturgy within a beautified church back to the nave and the Bible. But, as 
we shall see, over the course of the later 1640s and 1650s the support for The 
Directory was limited, and a number of parish communities were seeking to re-
establish the Prayer Book.   
The fourth and final initiative was the introduction of a new Prayer Book in 
1662. The response to the Directory of Public Worship was mixed and calls went up 
for the return of the Prayer Book. The publication of a new Prayer Book re-
introduced a highly ceremonial from of worship, not seen since before the 
Reformation. As a result, the fracturing of faith communities that had been occurring 
over the previous hundred years became permanent, as it forced individuals to 
decide which faith community they belonged to.   
 
 
 
6.1 Holy Objects and Holy Gestures: the „beauty of holiness‟ and the parish  
      church  
 
During the 1620s the parish church of St Gregory‟s, Norwich City, underwent 
refurbishment. According to the churchwardens this “pious work” was done for the 
purpose of “Beautifying... Gods House... where his Honour Dwelleth”.11 The „beauty 
of holiness‟ that characterised the 1630s did not emerge out of a vacuum. As we saw 
in chapter 5, concerns over the appropriate behaviour in parish churches and the 
correct performance of the liturgy were present at least throughout the second half of 
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 Reynolds, Godly Reformers and their Opponents, 147. At least two psalms make reference to the 
beauty of holiness: Psalm 29: 2 and Psalm 96: 9 (KJV) 
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the sixteenth century. Both lay people and clerics within the Diocese of Norwich had 
been reprimanded and some excommunicated for failing to conform to the 1559 
Prayer Book or to the 1559 Royal Injunctions. Yet, it was during the early part of the 
seventeenth century that the performative aspects of community worship intensified 
significantly. Graham Parry makes an insightful observation regarding the transition 
from the debate over adiaphora to the implementation of the „beauty of holiness‟. He 
states: „An important difference between Hooker‟s conservative approval on 
ceremonies and the Laudian adoption of them lay in the degree of enforcement...in 
the churches of the Laudian ministers in the 1620s and 1630s, the congregations 
were being pressured to participate in ceremonial worship.‟12 As Braddick further 
remarks „[g]esture serves as a means of assertion for individuals in themselves, or 
as embodiments of a group‟ - in this case, Protestant ceremonialists, radical 
Protestants and those in between.13 Even as early as 1619 Bishop Samuel Harsnett 
ordered eight Norwich City churches to reposition their communion table.  In 1624 
Harsnett came under fire from Parliament for „encouraging the erection of images‟ in 
Norwich city churches, which caused James to intervene and to cite the furnishing of 
his own chapel in support of Harsnett‟s position. 14  Yet James believed that the 
Chapel Royal was never designed to be a model for cathedrals or parish churches.15  
This intense respect for the holiness of the church building during the 1630s, 
the objects within it and the gestures that were performed during its services came 
from clerics who adopted the doctrine of Jacobus Arminius known as Arminianism – 
a belief that embraced the doctrine of „good works and free will as means to 
salvation‟.16 Unlike Calvinism, Arminianism upheld the belief that individuals were not 
„instinctively and helplessly prone to idolatry... [so] images were not automatically 
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 Parry, Glory, Laud and Honour, 18; Cressy, Travesties and Transgressions, 191. See also Peter 
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idols-in-waiting‟. Rather, they „could be harmless ornaments and remembrances‟. 
Arminians perceived the reformed rejection of images as disrespect for the house of 
God and thus „the neglect of church fabric and furnishings‟ – not pulpits and pews 
but „lavish decoration, images and altars‟.17 For Arminians, the church was like a 
temple „where physical and ritual decorum was appropriate‟.18 In De templis (1638), 
for example, Fulke Robarts (a prebendary at Norwich Cathedral from 1616 and 
minister of St Saviour‟s Norwich from 1621), who publically supported Wren‟s 
ceremonialist initiatives in the Diocese, wrote that God‟s glory is manifest “in the 
stateliness and beauty of the building, in the richness of the sacred vessels and 
ornaments...[and] the dignity, holiness and pomp of his ministers”.19 Such spaces 
and objects were holy because of “the holy use whereto it is assigned”.20 Edward 
Boughen, a „staunch‟ conformist, remarked in A sermon concerning decency and 
order in the church (1638):  
 
What wonderful decency it is when we behave ourselves in this place as in the 
presence of God; when every man begins with due obeisance to God... and 
then fall down upon our knees. When the minister like an angel of light 
appears in his white vestment which well befits his calling and religious duty... 
When the whole congregation shall appear in the presence of god as one man, 
decently kneeling, rising, standing, bowing, praising, praying altogether...like 
men of one mind and religion in the house of God...21 
 
The enforcement of the „beauty of holiness‟ did not formally come from royal 
injunctions, but rather from ceremonialist clerics who had Charles I‟s backing and 
who sought to implement a heightened sense of sacredness within parish 
churches.22 Archbishop William Laud undertook his metropolitical visitation of the 
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province of Canterbury between 1634 and 1637, during the period of Charles‟ 
Personal Rule (1629-40). Fincham and Tyacke initially claim that it was this 
metropolitical visitation that launched the new innovations, but they then concede 
that Laud was reluctant to „press‟ these changes.23 Laud‟s visitation articles did not 
include directives regarding the installation of altar rails, the orientation of the 
communion table or the requirement to kneel at the rails for Holy Communion. 
Fincham and Tyacke suggest that due to the absence of official legislative support 
from Charles I these points of enquiry were absent from Laud‟s articles.24 Perhaps in 
a more subversive way, Laud left it to his bishops to interpret the articles, knowing 
that bishops who were supportive of the reforms to beautify churches would read into 
the document what was left unwritten and would be assured of his support in doing 
so.  
Amongst its key episcopal supporters in the Canterbury Province were two 
Norwich bishops: Matthew Wren and his successor Richard Montagu.25 Both men 
had promoted the repositioning of altars in their previous and subsequent Dioceses: 
Wren at Hereford, Norwich and Ely, and Montagu at Chichester and Norwich.26 As 
early as 1624 Montagu had also been the subject of a Parliamentary investigation 
initiated by two East Anglian puritan preachers – Nathaniel Ward and John Yates – 
for allegedly spreading, in his publication A New Gag for an Old Goose, the 
“infectious and corrupt doctrine” of Arminianism. It promoted a rejection of Calvinist 
predestination for the doctrine of free will and the „positive...benefits‟ of ceremonies 
and Holy Communion. 27  In their instructions to churchwardens on how parish 
churches ought to be furnished –namely the chancel and the nave – and how the 
liturgy ought to be performed in these spaces, neither Wren nor Montague 
misunderstood the subtext of Laud‟s 1634 articles. 
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The correct furnishing of the chancel along with the proper physical gestures 
of both priest and congregation were central to the performance of Holy Communion. 
A New England diarist, writing in 1636, lamented those who were suffering under the 
injunctions of Bishop Wren: “poor Suffolk and Norfolk lying desolate by that cursed 
wretch Wren...oh my soul is in New England”.28 When Wren visited the „precociously 
Protestant town of Ipswich‟ and demonstrated the new style of priestly ministry by 
leading out in divine service on 12 June 1636, he was later stoned and his 
attendants were assaulted. 29  Despite his hostile reception in Ipswich, Wren 
successfully recruited fifty-eight clerics to be „standing commissioners‟, including Dr 
Robert Warren the rector of Long Melford and Thomas Bold the vicar of Tilney to 
„enforce ceremonial discipline.‟30 John Rous, the incumbent of Santon Downham in 
Suffolk, reflected in his diary that “many were troubled and suspended” as a result of 
Wren‟s articles concerning “ceremonies”.31  
In his „draconian‟ articles of 1636 Wren specified that the communion table 
must be in one specific location – in the chancel and hard against the east wall.32 He 
ordered that the communion table:  
 
stand close under the wall of the chancel, the ends therof north and south... 
that the raile be made before it (according to the archbishops late injunctions) 
reaching crosse from the north wall to the south wall, neere one yard in height, 
and so thick with pillars, that dogs may not get in.33  
 
Wren was the first to introduce the legislation regarding the position of communion 
tables and altar rails in the Norwich Diocese. The concern over dogs defiling the 
chancel was real. In 1619/20 the churchwardens of North Elmham paid William 
Tompson 6d. for the “Christmas q[art]er for whipping dogs out of the church”.34 In 
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1624/5 the churchwardens paid 3s. 4d. for this service for the year.35 But it was 
Bishop Richard Montagu, in his 1638 visitation articles, who overtly linked ritual and 
ceremony with proper worship. Montagu repeated Wren‟s directive that the 
communion table should be “fixedly set” at the east end of the chancel and 
“according to the practice of the ancient Church”, and that rails be installed. But he 
did not explicitly direct that the communion table be in an altar-wise position.36 Still, 
in his articles regarding Holy Communion, he did add a clause to justify his use of 
the term „altar‟: 
 
 And whereas it offendeth many, that we sometimes call the Lord‟s table an 
altar, and dispose of it altar-wise; that we use the phase of „sacrament of the 
altar‟: in oppugning whereof, it hath been charged with popery, and constantly 
(but ignorantly) affirmed, that in the primitive Church it was not named an altar 
for CCC yeares after Christ: to give satisfaction herein, and hereabout, both to 
priests and people, I avow, upon certain knowledge out of my poore reading, 
that for all time articulate, the word table is not above thrice used, but ever 
altar... therefore if we will (as we professe to do) follow the course and practice 
of the ancient, primitive, apostolicall Church, we ought not to traduce or be 
offended at the name, thing, or use of altar, whereat a manifold sacrifice is 
offered to God.37 
 
In this statement, Montagu not only attempted to make the term „altar‟ palatable once 
again through reference to ancient practice, but also, perhaps more importantly, 
(re)introduced the possibility of viewing Holy Communion as a sacrifice. Montagu 
also asked whether the “communion-table, or altar” was made of stone, wainscot or 
joiner‟s work and “strong, fair and decent”?38 The possibility that communion tables 
cum altars could be made of stone may have further enhanced the ritualistic element 
of Holy Communion. Fincham and Tyacke remark that Montagu was the only bishop 
that made such an enquiry.39 Montagu also asked whether the “communion-table” 
was removed “at any time, either for, or without communion, into the lower part of the 
chancel, or body of the church”.40 Perhaps Montagu, like Corbet before him, wanted 
to ensure that the sacred object was not profaned by secular use, such as people 
“sitting on it...throwing hats on it, or writing on it”.41 Regarding the altar rails, Montagu 
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asked: “Do any persons presume to enter thereinto, except such as be in holy 
orders?”42  In this one question, Montagu had effectively reinstated the liturgical 
barrier set up by the pre-Reformation roodscreen: one place for the clergy and 
another place for the congregation.  
Montagu also implied a return to pre-Reformation practice in use of 
terminology regarding the accoutrements – plate, cloths, wine – for Holy Communion. 
He asked whether the church owned “a chalice or communion-cup...and a flagon of 
silver or pewter (but rather of silver)”. He enquired whether the church owned “a 
corporas cloth or napkin of fine linen, to cover the bread consecrated”.43 The term 
corporas cloth is also of pre-Reformation origin. Finally he asked if “all these sacred 
utensils” are kept clean for use as required.44 Here Montagu attempted to increase or 
enhance the focus on the separateness of the objects used for Holy Communion. 
Rather than these objects being a means to an end, they are holy in and of 
themselves. Montagu was also concerned about what type of wine was given to 
communicants. He insisted that red wine be served as it “doth more effectually 
represent the Lord‟s passion upon the crosse, whereof the blessed sacrament is a 
commemorative representation.”45 He condemned ministers who offered water to 
communicants who could not take wine: “[a]s the popish half-sacrament [reception of 
bread only] is sacrilege, so this is presumption, to change the element appointed and 
used by Christ.”46 
Not only were parishes given specific instructions regarding the communion 
cum altar table and how it was to be adorned, but also both priest and people were 
required to position themselves in separate spaces as befitting the sacredness of the 
service. With the requirement to install rails also came the requirement for 
communicants to kneel before them when receiving the bread and wine. In 1636 
Wren had ordered that “all communicants come up reverently and kneel before the 
raile to receive the holy communion”.47 Likewise, Montagu also directed both priest 
and communicants in his 1638 articles to “draw neare unto the altar or holy table” 
and kneel for Holy Communion, but he did not explicitly state that communicants 
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must kneel at the rails, although the implication is there. 48  Oddly, Montagu 
vehemently disapproved of Wren‟s enforcement of kneeling at the rails as 
„uncanonical, pastorally insensitive, and inconvenient.‟49 It is possible that Montagu 
thought it best to adopt a more diplomatic approach in the hope of winning more 
converts, evident in his varied use of altar and table. Indeed, he went so far as to 
complain to the unsympathetic Laud; the complaint even reached Charles who had 
endorsed kneeling at the rails in Norwich Diocese.50 In the following year, in 1639, 
Montagu issued directions at the synod in Norwich that upheld Charles‟ decision for 
communicants to kneel at the rails.51 
Montagu also sought to intensify the sacredness of Holy Communion. He 
asked whether any communicants contemptuously “sit still in their seats or pews, to 
have the blessed body and bloud of our Saviour go up and down to seek them all the 
church over?” 52  At first glance, this statement simply shows Montagu‟s disgust 
towards those who sat to receive Holy Communion. But what this directive also 
implies is an attempt to reintroduce the concept of real presence within a material 
form of the sacrament. Furthermore, Montagu added that the communion table 
should be placed “upon an ascent or higher ground, that the officiating priest may be 
best seen and heard of the communicants, in that sacred action.”53 Given that all 
communicants were already expected to gather into the chancel, as they had done 
for the last seventy years, the need to raise the chancel to improve visual access 
was not simply to make a more functional space. Rather, it created a sense of 
elevation as communicants knelt before the rails and had to look up to the minister in 
order to observe his actions. Ministers were expected to „increasingly‟ withdraw 
„behind steps and rails to a sanctified sanctuary where laymen were forbidden to 
tread.‟54 Holy Communion „became less an exercise of religious community among 
neighbours and more a ritual centred on the priest.‟55 Furthermore, he also enquired 
whether the chancel was “surrounded with seats...which take up the room too much, 
and incroch upon the proprietie of the minister?”56 In his address to the synod in 
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1639 Montague complained that in “many chauncells, if not in all, ther be seates built 
upp, the more is the pittie to pester the chauncell it is not fit, that any should goe into 
them, until the severall rancks have filled the wholl chauncell.”57 At Redenhall it was 
reported that the seat belonging to Sir Thomas Gawdy was of “monstrous height, 
curtained like a bed stead, and encroaches upon the ally”, and thus hindered both 
the visual and physical access to the chancel.58 
Montagu was also concerned about the frequency of Holy Communion. The 
1559 Prayer Book stipulated that Holy Communion should be celebrated at least 
three times a year, one of those times being Easter.59 John Overall was the first 
Norwich bishop to introduce the requirement for Holy Communion to be celebrated 
monthly, a requirement that was repeated by Samuel Harsnett in 1627 and Matthew 
Corbet in 1633. But it was Montagu who, in his 1638 articles, first introduced the 
requirement to celebrate Holy Communion every Sunday in the Diocese of 
Norwich.60 Montagu lamented that the practice of celebrating Holy Communion thrice 
in the year was “the limitation in our Church.”61  
 
Parishes in the Diocese of Norwich and across the country once again faced 
the directive to re-order their chancels. Collectively these parishes once again 
demonstrate the complex process of implementing religious change, and that its 
material manifestations were vital to that process. Fincham and Tyacke describe the 
changes that occurred in church furnishings during the 1630s as „the most dramatic 
transformation... since the Elizabethan settlement of 1559.‟62 The 1559 Prayer Book 
and diocesan visitation articles consistently required conformity to the liturgy. The 
difference with the visitation articles of the 1630s was that the requirements became 
highly prescribed. The increased emphasis on conformity to ritual elements of the 
liturgy reduced the importance of preaching and “the Word”, which was the 
foundation element of the ongoing Reformation. Furthermore, parishes were now 
subject to „outside interference‟ on practices that had, until now, „been largely left to 
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the parish to determine.‟63 Not surprisingly, the response from parishes was mixed. 
Some eagerly implemented the „beauty of holiness‟ programme and its material 
culture in their churches, whilst others hesitated or resisted. 
The relocation of the communion table to the east end and the installation of 
altar rails were the quintessential changes in furniture that represented the „beauty of 
holiness‟ in parish churches. However, it is difficult to ascertain if and when 
communion tables were reorientated, as there would have been no cost involved in 
shifting a wooden table. If the altar or communion table was made of stone, then its 
relocation could be more costly. Yet, we are not left without any indication as 
churchwardens‟ accounts do record the purchase and installation of altar rails, and 
we can assume that if rails were installed then it is likely that the communion table 
was also repositioned. The charges brought against Theodore Beale, the curate of 
Boxford, indicate that altar rails were installed within the chancel of the Boxford 
parish church. Beale counselled Cooper to divorce his wife because she disagreed 
with the requirement to be churched at the rails, stipulated by both the 1636 and 
1638 articles for Norwich Diocese.64 There is no mention in the churchwardens‟ 
accounts of altar rails having been purchased. Any rails that were installed during the 
1630s are no longer in situ.65 Yet the purchase of rails is more clearly given in other 
accounts. For example, in 1635/6 the “beauty of holiness” programme rearranged 
the church furniture in Cratfield, as altar rails were installed in the chancel at a total 
cost of £2 3s. 4d.66 As we saw in chapter 4, Cratfield still retained its roodscreen and 
in 1638/9 the churchwardens paid a total of 16s. 6d. to install new doors into the 
roodscreen.67 In having both a roodscreen and altar rails, the parish, or at least an 
influential conservative Protestant sub-community within the parish, sought to 
maintain a ceremonial element in their church services and retain a clear distinction 
between the minister and the congregation.  
Cratfield was not the only church that had both a functioning roodscreen and 
altar rails. In 1618 a new roodscreen was installed into the parish church of Tilney All 
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Saints (see plate 6.1A, 6.1B and Appendix B.6H).68 Not only does this hint at a 
willingness to implement a more ceremonial style of liturgy, but it also shows that it 
happened well before the 1630s. This implies that the move towards the ceremonial 
was at least part of the influential parishioners‟ view of communal worship and that it 
occurred before the Laudian reforms of the 1630s. It is also worth noting that in 1589 
Lancelot Andrews, who was at the forefront of the high ceremonialism of the early 
seventeenth century, was appointed as Master of Pembroke College. Andrews‟ 
successor was Samuel Harsnett, appointed in 1605, and in 1616 Matthew Wren was 
appointed as Vice-Master.69 With such men running Pembroke College at this time, it 
is tempting to think that they also had some influence over the furnishing of the 
church. It is perhaps not surprising that altar rails were also installed in the chancel 
during this period (see plate 6.2 and Appendix B.6I).70 In 1635/6, the churchwardens 
of Stockton were also quick to commission new altar rails to place “before [the] 
communion table” at a cost of 58s. 4d. One of the churchwardens even assisted the 
joiner James Prat in putting the rails in the church (see plate 6.3 and Appendix 
B.8F).71  In the same year the churchwardens employed the services of Joseph 
Goody “in helping to raise [the] floore in the chancel, where [the] communion table 
standeth”. The rector, William Stannard, was also not forgotten, for he received two 
dosses (cloths) “to kneel on”, presumably for use in the chancel.72  It is worth noting 
that the parish church of Stockton was under the patronage of the Roman Catholic-
sympathising Dukes of Norfolk, who appointed William Stanard in 1634 as rector.73 It 
is possible that such influence may not have gone unnoticed and it is perhaps the 
reason why the altar rails were installed so promptly. 
However, not all parishes were as eager as Cratfield and Stockton to install 
altar rails. In 1635/6 the churchwardens of Redenhall were fined 2s. “for not 
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rayling...the Communion table”, but the churchwardens also made a part payment of 
£1 “to goodman Linn for the Raile making & removing the Deske & other workes in 
the church”.74 Their prompt response indicates a degree of willingness to conform, 
perhaps a wise decision given that the patron was Wren himself. The churchwardens 
of St Peter Mancroft did not install altar rails until 1639/40 when the churchwardens 
paid a total of £3 28s. 14d. to have the altar rails installed in the chancel and “for 
paynteing the Railes” 75  This delay suggests that there may have been tension 
amongst the parish leadership over whether to comply or not. In the parish of 
Metfield, altar rails were not installed until 1704/5!76 But, like Cratfield, Metfield was 
still using its medieval roodscreen up until 1784/5 when it was finally removed but 
not destroyed. In 1633/4 a new door was purchased for the screen.77 It is possible 
that the roodscreen performed the same function as the altar rails in creating distinct 
and separate spaces for the clergy and the congregation. The late installation of altar 
rails may not have been a defiance of the requirement to beautify the church, so 
much as that the requirement had already been fulfilled by the use of the roodscreen.  
Not only did the „beauty of holiness‟ become embedded in the chancel 
through the installation of altar rails, although this was its most significant feature, but 
also in the church plate that adorned the newly positioned communion table cum 
altar. Whether they were elaborate communion cups or other church plate, all were 
designed to be both beautiful and functional. Such ornate objects were often gifted to 
parish churches; a practice that had its roots in the medieval period. But the use of 
such objects, acquired during the 1630s or earlier, demonstrate a desire on the part 
of the giver or purchaser to enhance the sacred space that those objects inhabited. 
Such was the case in several Norwich City churches. Around 1620, the parish of St 
Peter Hungate received a bequest of a gilt communion cup and cover; the elaborate 
cover would have made its use as a plate for the communion bread difficult. The fact 
that the cover was not overtly functional suggests that its purpose was its beauty 
rather than its functionality (see plate 6.4).78 In 1634/5 the churchwardens of St Peter 
Mancroft received a bequest of a silver gilt alms basin from one Peter Witherick, an 
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innkeeper in the parish (see plate 6.5).79 In 1636, in the parish of St Steven, a draper 
by the name of Nicholas Pipe[r] gifted a gilt communion cup and cover (see plate 
6.7).80 As noted above, Montagu had a strong preference for the use of silver plate 
as befitting “the Lord‟s table”. In 1636/7 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft 
received a gift of plate from Sir Peter Gleane (see plate 6.6).81 As a show of thanks 
the churchwardens allowed Mr John Gleane the “lib[er]ty and power” to install a 
monument “for the aged S[ir] Peter against the East window of the south ile”.82 In the 
accounts for 1645/6 we learn that the plate that was gifted to the parish was a 
communion cup, as the churchwardens paid 2s. 4d. for it to be mended.83 The 
communion cup is dated 1565-6, but its provenance prior to 1636/7 is unknown.84 
But in giving it to the parish during the 1630s, Gleane was making a multifaceted 
statement about his own prestige, his connection to the parish and his desire to 
beautify the space where he worshipped.  
The repositioning of communion tables, the installation of altar rails and the 
gift of elaborate church plate were not the only ways in which the chancel was 
beautified for the purposes of godly worship during the 1630s. As we have seen 
Harsnett had come under fire from Parliament in 1624 for „encouraging‟ the 
installation of images in Norwich city churches. Matthew Reynoulds observes that 
much of the evidence came from one church – St Peter Mancroft – where the 
decision to re-erect images „split the parish‟.85 The churchwardens‟ accounts make 
no record of such images, suggesting that they were hidden during Edward‟s or 
Elizabeth‟s reign until such time as they could be safely returned. According to the 
petition sent to the Long Parliament in 1642 the following items were still in place: 
 
[T]here are 26 images painted and their severall names set downe, then 7 
images without names, alsoe the picture of the devil tempting Christ carved 
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and painted with many Crucifixes continued in the windowes. All these abound 
at the Altar.86  
 
This conservative sub-community within the parish, which evidently had enough 
power at some time for the images to be installed, were powerful enough for them to 
remain in place by 1642.  
 
The chancel was not the only space within the church that Norwich bishops 
ordered to be refurbished. The nave furnishings, especially the font and seating 
requirements, were a particular focus for them. Like Holy Communion, both the 
congregation and minister were expected to behave in the nave in a certain way that 
enhanced the holiness of the sacraments as well as the space set aside for their 
performance. The arrangement of objects and both the behaviour and ritualised 
gestures of the congregation within the nave were such that it should not hinder both 
visual and physical access to nor disturb the sacredness of the chancel and the nave. 
The church was no longer the place where the parish gathered to hear sermons and 
to participate in the sacramental life of the parish, but primarily to witness and 
perform the sacraments. As Peter Lake remarks „God‟s presence in the church was 
therefore most intense in the areas given over to the administration of the 
sacraments, the font and the altar and the life of the Christian could be constructed 
as a journey from one to the other.‟87 
Both Wren and Montagu gave specific directives regarding the organisation of 
seating within the church. Wren stipulated that “chancels and allyes in the church, be 
not incroached upon by buildings of seates...or the prospect of the church or chancel 
be hindred”. Here the space was to remain clear for ceremonial purposes. The sight-
lines to the altar were also preserved for “if any bee so built, the same to be removed 
and taken awaye”. Wren was not only concerned about the visual and physical 
access to the altar but he was also concerned about the behaviour of the 
congregation. He stipulated “that no pewes be made over high, so that they which be 
in them cannot be seen how they behave themselves...and therefore that all pewes, 
which (within) do much exceed a yard in height, be taken downe neere to that 
stantlinge: unless the bishop by his owne inspection, or by the vewe of some speciall 
                                                          
86
 Ibid., 135. 
87
 Peter Lake, “The Laudian Style,” 170, 174, quote on 170. 
260 
 
commissioners shall otherwise allow.”88 The laws regarding the installation of pews 
highlighted three main concerns of ceremonialists: conformity, ritual and appropriate 
behaviour. „The emphasis was on visibility of the altar and the reading desk‟ as well 
as the visibility of the occupants of the pews by the clergy.89  
Not only was the seating construction monitored but also how people used 
them. For the first time visitation articles, as issued by Montagu, specified that men 
and women were not to sit with each other “indifferently and promiscuously”. 90 
Montagu‟s 1638 articles asked whether all the seating was uniform in structure, or 
“do they hinder and incumber their neighbours, in hearing God‟s word and 
performing divine service?” 91  At first glance this article suggests that Montagu 
intended that the seating promote an environment conducive to preaching. In fact, it 
went to a lessening of the centrality of preaching and to a turning of the nave 
primarily into a space for the performance of the sacraments. For Montagu, like 
Mathew Corbet and Wren before him, placed little responsibility on the minister to 
preach sermons, even though both Montagu and Corbet stipulated the need for 
pulpits.92 In his 1633 articles Corbet did not enquire whether ministers preached 
regularly, but whether they preached according to the “word of God, and from the 
Articles of Christian Faith and Religion agreed on and published Ann. Dom. 1562” 
and not “any doctrine which is new and strange”.93  The emphasis was on the legal 
status to be a minister and on his administering the sacraments in an orderly fashion 
and on a regular basis. Wren reiterated these requirements, adding that sermons 
could only be preached in the “forenoon” on Sundays and holy days, as well as at 
weddings and funerals. Outside of these times, permission must be sought from the 
bishop.94 Montagu not only ordered ministers to avoid discussing “much disputed 
and little understood doctrines”, but he also stipulated that sermons should not be 
“long” and beyond the compasse of an houre”. Furthermore, Montague preferred that 
the prayers said before and after the sermon are “drawn out at length, to equall, if 
not exceed [the] sermon”.95 John Browning in Concerning public prayer and fasts of 
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the church, six sermons (1636) noted that “in our churches the pulpits are placed 
below, the altar above or in the highest place”, as the Word was simply a means to 
prepare for the sacrament.96  
All three visitation articles written during the 1630s devoted articles to the 
correct performance of baptism, namely the sign of the cross at baptism and the 
requirement for public baptism to take place in a stone font. But what distinguished 
the articles written during the 1630s from earlier articles is that the language gave a 
strong sense of correct performance being mandatory. Corbet asked whether 
baptism was “rightly and duly administered according to the prescript form expressed 
in the Book of Common Prayer...without adding, or altering any part or parcel of any 
prayers, interrogations, or not signing the signe of the Crosse”.97 The use of the 
words „prescript form‟ hints at the ongoing problem within the Diocese of a 
reluctance to perform the correct liturgical gestures that Corbet sought to minimise, if 
not eliminate. Wren added the directive that “no dishes, pailes or basins be used” 
inside the font or in its place.98 Montague took the enquiry regarding baptism even 
further and asked whether the font was located “neare unto a church-doore, to 
signifie our entrance into Gods Church”. 99  He also asked whether children are 
baptised at the font and not at the minister‟s pew, “nor in a bason of water, thither 
brought and set up upon some moveable frame”. Furthermore, Montagu enquired 
whether the minister used “rose-water, or other liquour then pure meer water from 
the well”.100 Montague stipulated that ministers ought to dip the child thrice in the font 
as was done in the “ancient Church” and according to the Prayer Book.101 This was 
specified in the 1549 Prayer Book, but not in the 1559 Prayer Book.102 Thus it 
appears that Montagu was seeking to re-establish a pre-Reformation tradition in 
order to emphasise the ceremonial nature of the sacrament of baptism. 
The requirement for communicants to behave appropriately during Holy 
Communion was not new, nor was the level of specificity in prescribing certain 
physical gestures for the congregation during divine services, whilst leaving the 
congregation to their own devices during the sermon. In his 1633 articles, Corbet 
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repeated the requirement stipulated in the 1619 and 1627 articles for Norwich 
regarding the correct physical gestures during the service. The congregation was 
required to “reverently behave themselves during the time of divine Service, devoutly 
kneeling when the generall Confession of sinnes, the Letaine, the ten 
Commandments, and all the Prayers and Collects are read?”103 Furthermore, they 
were required to bow at the name of Jesus and stand “when the Articles of the Belief 
and the Gospel are read?”104  Parishioners (presumably men) were forbidden to 
“cover their heads in the Church, during the whole time of divine Service, unless it be 
in case of necessitie”. 105  While the correct physical response of the individual 
congregational member was necessary, their general behaviour was also important. 
Corbet asked also “who do give themselves to babbling, talking, or walking, and are 
not attentive to heare the word read and preached?”106  
It was Wren‟s 1636 articles that made liturgical gestures a public statement of 
conformity. He enquired whether the congregation “do audibly make all answers in 
the letany, and all other parts of the service, as is appointed by the booke of 
common prayer.”107 This requirement placed parishioners in the position of having to 
audibly voice their ascent to the prayer book at each service in front of their 
neighbours. Active and audible participation was required as physical attendance no 
longer sufficed. For those that found the outward appearance of conformity 
uncomfortable, it placed them in a rather precarious position of having to either 
conform against their will or to stay away from services. 
In 1638, Montagu linked correct physical gestures with the holiness of the 
space in which they were performed. He gave the following directive to the 
congregation: 
 
Do your parishioners at their entrance within the church-doores, use that 
comely and decent deportment which is fitting for Gods house, where God, 
whom heaven and earth cannot contain, is said to dwell, and doth manifest his 
goodnesse and mercy to man out of his word?108 
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Therefore from the time when parishioners entered the church until the end of the 
service, they were expected to physically conform in a much more prescribed 
manner than ever before. Not only were their gestures prescribed during the service, 
but they were also required to show due reverence towards the chancel and 
communion table, which effectively made them holy in and of themselves.  
As chancels across the country were re-ordered and beautified for sacred 
service, it was expected that naves would also be re-ordered to enhance the 
sacredness of its space, and the rituals that took place within its walls. Some, for 
example, did so through adorning their fonts or their seating. But for several parishes 
the maintenance of the nave for preaching was of primary importance.  
Churchwardens continued to re-order or maintain the nave – be it seating, pulpits, 
hour-glasses. In addition to the re-ordering of the space and the objects within it, the 
churchwardens of several parishes also expended funds on providing a preaching 
programme for their fellow parishioners. Only one parish, St Peter Mancroft, 
undertook the task of enhancing the aesthetic and ritualised function of the nave, as 
well as maintaining a regular preaching programme. 
Even though several parishes would maintain the use of the nave as a space 
for the delivery and reception of sermons, some parishes sought to beautify the nave 
through the embellishment of the font. The churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft 
purchased “mats for the font” at a cost of 1s. 6d in 1636/7.109 This purchase was 
rather unusual and it suggests that the godparents and/or the minister were 
expected to kneel during the ritual, which was not specified in the 1559 Prayer Book. 
According to the 1642 petition to Parliament from concerned parishioners at St Peter 
Mancroft, their parish font was also highly adorned: 
 
At the font there are alsoe diverse images upon the top, an angell gloriously 
apparelled standing upon a gilt globe and holding a sceptre in his hand, then 
upon four pillars stand the four Evangelists. There is also a hanging over the 
water a gilded dove susteyned by a wire with about forty Images besides.110 
 
It is not clear from this petition whether the font was adorned during the 1620s and 
1630s or whether it retained its medieval appearance. The font currently has an 
elaborate fifteenth century canopy, but the superstructure dates from the nineteenth 
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century (see plate 6.8 and Appendix B.9K).111 Either way, there was clearly a sub-
community of ceremonialists that were determined to maintain a highly ritualised 
baptism and an appropriate apparatus, who were matched by those within the parish 
who disagreed.  
During the 1630s, the churchwardens of two parishes, Stockton and Metfield, 
commissioned the colouring of their respective fonts. Both of these fonts do not 
appear to have had carved images of saints, nor did they depict the seven 
sacraments. In 1631/2 the churchwardens of Stockton spent a total of 5s. for 
“coullering for the font” and for “the painting of the font”.112 The use of the term 
„painting‟ (based on its use in other accounts) suggests the application of coloured 
paint rather than whitewash.113 The font the author saw in July 2011 shows faint 
signs of blue paint; it also has a Jacobean font cover (see plate 6.9 and Appendix 
B.8G).114 If this is the case then it suggests that the churchwardens were seeking to 
enhance the nave by beautifying the font. In the parish of Metfield, the 
churchwardens paid 4s. 8d. in both 1634 and 1639 for “colouring the ffont”. 115 From 
the accounts it is not clear what the term „colouring‟ means. But it is possible that the 
font was decorated with coloured paint rather than whitewash. Like the Stockton font, 
traces of blue paint are still visible in places (see plates 6.10A, 6.10B and Appendix 
B.3F).116 
For the most part, however, the nave remained the place where people 
gathered to hear “the Word”. Churchwardens continued to invest parish funds in the 
purchase or maintenance of seating for the nave. During the 1630s, the 
churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft regularly spent parish funds maintaining and 
embellishing the seating in the church. It is also plausible that such embellishments 
were carried out to beautify the nave as well as make it functional. Around 1632/3 
the churchwardens paid an upholsterer £1 12s. for “making up of the Cushions & 
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trimming up of the peu”.117 The accounts do not specify where these cushions were 
to be placed or where this pew was, but presumably the cushions were for the pew 
specified as either squabs or decorative cushions. In 1633/4 the congregation 
received two new stools in the nave at a cost of 12s. 6d.118 Parish funds were also 
spent on embellishing the seats that belonged to prominent parishioners. In 1633/4 
the churchwardens spent 1s. 6d. on “paintinge of Irons of Sr Charles Le [?Crosse] 
his seate”.119 In 1637/8 the churchwardens paid an upholster 2s. 6d. “for work about 
Mr Mairs stoole”.120 The work of adorning the seating of prominent parishioners 
continued throughout the 1640s. For example, in 1647 the churchwardens mended 
the mayor‟s seat at a cost of £1 8s. 8d.121 The churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft 
were not only concerned that the seating in the nave was suitably adorned but that it 
did not encroach on the chancel and allowed the clergy and parishioners to observe 
their neighbours. In response to the 1638 visitation, they reported that the “Church is 
completely devided from the Chauncell the seats uniforme, and the men placed on 
the one side and the women on the other.”122 No doubt Montague would have been 
satisfied with their compliance. 
St Peter Mancroft was the largest parish church in Norwich City. But other 
parish churches also invested in their seating. In 1636/7 the churchwardens of 
Stockton paid 3s. for six planks “in flooring some of the stooles”.123 In 1639 the 
churchwardens of Boxford, John Piper and John Hammant, spent 5s. 4d. to mend 
“some stools in [the] Church”.124 A further two stools were mended at a cost of 1s. 
the following year. 125  In 1640/1 the churchwardens of Redenhall made a part 
payment of 7s. 2d. “ffor mending [the] stoles at the lower end of the church by the 
South dore”.126 Rarely is the location of seating specified in the accounts. But in the 
parish of St Clement, Ipswich, Wren ordered the alteration of the “hindermost seats” 
in the gallery so that the occupants „could be seen to kneel there‟. If not, he 
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„threatened to have it demolished‟ as galleries, in his mind, „bred nonconformity‟.127 A 
gallery had at some time been installed in the Boxford Church, for, in 1624 the 
churchwardens paid 1s. “for mending the staiers for the gallerye”.128 Bond remarks 
that galleries were primarily used for church musicians, but the incident at St 
Clement, Ipswich shows that they could also contain seating for the congregation – a 
feature that increased with the prominence of the sermon.129 
Pews and stools were not the only objects in which churchwardens invested 
parish funds. Pulpits and desks were also maintained or remodelled to become 
larger structures. In so doing parishes, acting through their churchwardens, sought to 
maintain the material culture of reformed worship. It is possible that in the 
maintenance or modification of the pulpit the parish sought both a desire to beautify 
the nave as well as enhance the site where “the Word” was delivered to the 
congregation. In 1636/7 the churchwardens of Boxford, John Piper senior and 
Jasper Cole, spent £1 10s. “for mending the Deaske and other Worke”, and in 1639 
further maintenance work was carried out on the desk at a cost of 4s.130 In 1636/7 
the churchwardens of Stockton paid James Prat, joiner, 4s. 2d. for two and a half 
days work to remove the pulpit, to make a new desk and other work around the 
church.131 It is not clear from the accounts why the pulpit was removed, but it is 
possible that the pulpit was modified to make a double-decker pulpit – a pulpit that 
combined a reading desk and the pulpit proper. In the parish of Cratfield, this 
modification is more clearly indicated. In 1636/7 the churchwardens of Cratfield 
purchased a new desk for the minister at a total cost of £3 15s. 6d.132In 1638/9, the 
same year that Montagu issued his visitation articles, the churchwardens set about 
the task of joining the pulpit and possibly the reading desk together to create a 
double pulpit. The churchwardens had to obtain permission from the bishop through 
the process of Faculty, which was done on 21st November and at a cost of £1 6s. 8d. 
Having received permission to go ahead, the churchwardens then commissioned the 
work at a total cost of £2 20s. 21d.133 In 1633/4 the churchwardens of St Peter 
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Mancroft paid 6d. for “matts for Mr Carter‟s deske”, the local incumbent. 134 
Previously, in 1632/3, the churchwardens paid 1s. “for paintinge the plate for the 
Cushin before the pulpit”.135 The painted plate may have been attached to the pulpit 
and the cushion may have been for the Bible to rest on. The emphasis here is 
certainly on display and perhaps also on functionality. Conversely, the 
churchwardens of Redenhall did not even commission a soundboard for their pulpit 
until 1644/5.136 As noted in chapter 4, hour-glasses, which became more common 
during the later sixteenth century, were also purchased. This indicates that sermons 
were still an important part of the community faith experience. Even though the 
Redenhall pulpit did not have a sounding board until 1644/5, the churchwardens 
purchased a new hour glass for 8d. in 1638/9. This was the second known hour-
glass that was purchased for the church; the first was purchased prior to 1612/3, as 
a new hour-glass frame was purchased in this year.137 
Despite the limited emphasis on preaching and “the Word” by ceremonialist 
clerics, churchwardens continued to invest parish funds for visiting preachers, even if 
it was rather sporadic. The 1559 Royal Injunctions allowed parishioners to travel to 
another parish in order to hear “some extraordinary sermon”, but later articles did 
allow for this provision.138 By the early seventeenth century, ministers were no longer 
required to read the 1559 Injunctions to their congregations and so the allowance to 
travel to hear a visiting preacher was removed. In his 1638 articles, Montagu gave 
considerable detail regarding the regulation of lectureships: whether the lecturer was 
licensed, did he preach in the afternoon and were they popular, did he read the litany 
and administer the sacraments, did parishioners attend the lecture and not church 
services?139 Paul Seaver notes that the regulation of lectureships was an attempt by 
the bishops during the seventeenth century to control an independent preaching 
ministry that had its roots in Puritanism.140 It is most significant that neither Wren‟s 
nor Montagu‟s articles enquired whether parish churches had a functional pulpit, as it 
strongly suggests that providing an adequate location for the minister to deliver his 
sermons, and therefore the sermon itself, was not a priority. 
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For those parishes that sought the services of active ministers, and if their 
ministers were not able or willing, there were other ways that “the Word” could be 
brought to the people. Seaver has shown that in London it was easier for Puritans to 
secure a sympathetic lecturer than a Puritan minister, as the former was not subject 
to a patron‟s approval.141 It is possible that this was the case elsewhere. Payments 
to visiting preachers in the churchwardens‟ accounts show a continued commitment 
to “the Word” and suggests that that the parish may have found the incumbent 
inadequate to regularly perform such a role, or it was an extension of an existing 
preaching programme, or perhaps it was an active sub-community of “godly” 
Protestants within the parish who were keen to hear their “brand” of preaching. 
Cratfield had several visiting preachers over the course of the 1630s. The 
churchwardens paid 1s. 6d. to a minister named Erasmus Castiliana Babtisa in 
1629/30.142 In 1632/3 the churchwardens of Cratfield paid for the dinners of two 
ministers – Mr Crosby who preached on 30 May and Mr Deveray who preached on 
13 August – at a total cost of 18s. 6d. 143  This was not the first time that the 
parishioners of Cratfield had a visiting preacher. Cratfield had been receiving visiting 
preachers since the early seventeenth century, and it is likely that the 
churchwardens and their minister thought it a valuable exercise, despite the visitation 
articles stating to the contrary.144 In 1639/40 the churchwardens paid 6s. to the 
visiting preacher, Mr Banckes.145 Mr Banks was also the first visiting preacher to 
preach in the church‟s renovated pulpit.  
St Peter Mancroft also had visiting preachers. In 1632/3 the churchwardens of 
St Peter Mancroft engaged the services of Samuell Howman and Thomas Seimer, 
preachers, and paid a total of 8s. “for their paines at the Lectures”.146 In 1634/5 the 
churchwardens paid Samual Norman 4s. “for his services at the morning lectures”.147 
On 11 March 1640 the parishioners of St Peter Mancroft regained permission from 
Bishop Montagu “for the Tuesdaye Searmon” that Montagu had “At this day 
suppressed”.148 There is no record in the accounts of why Montagu suppressed the 
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sermons, although we know that the delivery of sermons was not a priority for him. It 
is worth pointing out that the churchwardens had to defend their preaching 
programme again in 1651. In this instance the churchwardens paid one Peter 
Thacker for “writing two petitions” that were given to the mayor “in private” and a 
third was given to the “Comon Councill” to defend their right “in Chosing their 
minister”. 149  This claim was justified given that the parish had the right of 
presentment.150  
Not only did several parishes seek to maintain a preaching programme, but 
some also invested parish funds to ensure that the Bible not only had a continued 
oral presence but also a continued physical presence. This can be seen in the 
payments for writing scripture texts, the maintenance of Bibles and other books and 
the purchase of commandment boards. For example, in 1635/6 the churchwardens 
of Stockton paid Thomas Allen 15s. “for nine dayes worke...for writing of sentences 
of scripture upon the church walls, and for his colours”. A big job, as the 
churchwardens also enlisted the services of a boy to help Allen for eight days at a 
cost of 4s.151 As Stockton is a small church, it is possible that the text was either very 
decorative or there was a significant amount of it. In 1634/5 the churchwardens of 
Redenhall paid £1 10s. “for writing the centences on the walls in the church”.152 The 
last time that this had been done was in 1572/3, just over sixty years previously, but 
there is no record of what was written either in 157/23 or in 1634/5. However, the 
task of writing scripture texts in the church did not always go smoothly. In the parish 
of St Lawrence, Ipswich, Wren ordered that the motto “thy word is truth” be relocated 
from the pulpit to the reading desk, “for the avoidance of all other mistaking”. In 
Laudian style, Wren sought to „distinguish between the truth of scripture [namely, the 
litany], as recited from the reading desk and the fallible exposition of it that might flow 
from the pulpit.‟153 In 1632/3 the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft purchased a 
new “Church Bible” for £3 11s. 2d.154 In 1638 the churchwardens of Metfield paid 2s. 
for “Silke sewinge for the Church bibell and prayer booke”.155 It is not clear whether 
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the churchwardens purchased a new silk cover that may have been embroidered or 
mended the binding. It was common for the Bible and Prayer Book to be bound 
together, and could have rather elaborate covers (see plates 5.5B-5.8B).156 In 1640 
the churchwardens of Cratfield purchased a new table of the Ten Commandments 
for £1 6d.157 
Two churches – Redenhall and Cratfield – also invested parish funds in the 
maintenance or purchase of John Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments. Written during the 
early years of Elizabeth‟s reign, it tells a story of the triumph of Protestantism over 
Roman Catholicism and the superiority of the Bible over “popish” rituals and 
superstition. In 1631/2 the churchwardens of Redenhall made a part payment of 6d. 
“for a staple for [the] Chaine of the booke of Martirs”.158 In the following year, the 
churchwardens paid another 6d. for a “claspe & the cheene for the book of 
martirs”.159 In 1637/8 they had their copy of Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments or Book of 
Martyrs rebound at a cost of 10s.160 The Redenhall churchwardens‟ accounts record 
maintenance payments for Foxe‟s text from as early as 1608/9 – implying regular 
use – although the purchase date was not noted by Candler. In 1632/3 the 
churchwardens of Cratfield paid Robert Smith and Robert Bullard a total of 10s. 3d. 
to “make desks for the three Books in the Church”.161 These books also received 
new covers of blue linen for the price of 2s. 14d.162 It is not entirely clear which books 
were expected to rest on these desks, but in March 1634 the churchwardens 
purchased the Book of Martyrs “in three volumes” for £2 19s.163 It is possible that the 
desks were made to support these three books (see plates 6.11A, 6.11B and 
Appendix B.7I).164  
There is no doubt that both Wren and Montagu pursued an active programme 
of beautification within parish churches, which was in line with Archbishop Laud‟s 
ideal of the „beauty of holiness‟. It is also clear that several parishes, whether 
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willingly or for the sake of compliance, installed into their churches the material 
markers of ceremonialism. Yet at the same time some churches continued to 
maintain the material culture of reformed worship, whether it be maintaining a 
preaching programme or mending their copy of Foxe‟s Acts and Monuments, and in 
so doing presented a display of soft resistance. It was such acts of soft resistance 
that would become, during the 1640s, a concerted display of outright rejection of 
beautification and interference into local practices. 
 
 
6.2 Cleansing the Sacred: Iconoclasm II 
 
The Puritan Stuart historian, Thomas Fuller, observed that the „troubles of 
Charles I‟s reign‟ were „attributed...to the failure of accommodation and moderation‟ 
over liturgical practice. 165  The implementation of the beauty of holiness was 
„contested‟ on the basis of its „dubious legality‟. 166  Not only was its legality 
questioned, but to its opponents „the direction of the Caroline Church policy seemed 
to portend a return to Romish practice, Laudianism being a thinly disguised Popery, 
which sought to overturn orthodox Protestant beliefs.‟ 167   Similar fears were 
presented in an „explosion‟ of printed material – satirical verse, tracts and sermons – 
between 1641-2, before the Civil Wars got underway.168 In the anonymous verse 
Bishops, Judges, Monopolists (1641) the author derided the bishops for 
 
[I]nclining to the Arminian Sect 
And preaching in the Roman Dialect 
They labour‟d mongst us Protestants to intrude 
What our Reformed Church did quite exclude. 
New Canons, Oathes & Altars, bending low, 
To where, in time the Images must grow 
Reviving ancient & forgot Traditions 
Grounded upon old Popish superstitions.169 
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William Prynne‟s News from Ipswich, first printed in 1636 and then reprinted in 1641, 
was written in response to the declaration of a national weekly fast on 18 October 
1636 to halt the “heavie Judgement of God” brought through “plague and 
pestilence”.170 Prynne did not hold back his vehement attack against “these Romish 
Prelates” whose sole purpose was to “drown” the English people “in popish 
superstition and idolatry”, which resulted in the curse of God‟s judgements.171 For 
Prynne, it was “high time” that Charles hung up “such Archtraytors to our faith, 
Church, religions, & such truebred sons to the Roman Antichrist...& to execute 
judgement on them for these strange purgations, & other...Romish Innovations”.172 
What is interesting about both the anonymous satirical verse and Prynne‟s tract is 
that both claim the fault lay with the bishops and not Charles, and in a sense they 
were right. For, as we have seen, no royal legislation was issued to formally support 
the new innovations.  
Spraggon claims that impetus for iconoclastic activity lay solely with the 
godly.173 Yet affronts on local practice casts doubt on Spraggon‟s argument, as it 
was not just radical Protestants, but also „lay conservative parishioners‟ who found 
such intrusions on both faith and practice disturbing: the former because of their 
seeming retreat to Roman Catholicism and the latter because they „represented 
change.‟174 In 1638 Thomas Wolrych, Esq. from the parish of Cowling, Suffolk was 
reprimanded for refusing to kneel at the rails for Holy Communion. Wolrych did not 
count himself amongst the godly, as he was happy to kneel at his seat in the chancel 
when receiving the bread and wine but not at the rails on the grounds that this was 
an “alteration of old customs”. Not only was Wolrych refused communion but he was 
also excommunicated for not coming up to the rails.175 In the parish of Aldeburgh, 
Suffolk, several parishioners „complained that the repositioned table was “so far 
remote from the body of the church”, and obstructed by arches, “as not the one half 
of the people can either see or hear” the ministration.‟176 Practicality had succumbed 
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to „blind uniformity‟ and the spirit of Holy Communion was rejected for a rigid 
liturgical performance.177  
Cressy points out that the theological intricacies of Holy Communion may 
have been beyond the comprehension of many lay people. But the impact on the 
church space and the objects within it certainly were not. Debates occurred over the 
location of the communion table and how seating impinged on custom and 
precedence, seating allocation and tithe assessments, visual and oral access to the 
nave and chancel, as well as preferred liturgical styles.178 In 1641 Charles Chauncey, 
a former minster from Hertfordshire, wrote about his concern over altar rails:  
They will have priests not ministers, altars not communion tables, sacrifices not 
sacraments; they will bow and cringe to and before their altars, yea, they will not 
endure any man to enquire after what manner of Christ is in this sacrament, 
whether by way of consubstantiation or transubstantiation, or in a spiritual 
manner; yea, they will have tapers, and books never used, empty basins and 
chalices there, what is this but the mass itself, for here is all the furniture of it.179  
 
When the Long Parliament opened in November 1640, both the Lords and 
Commons were in agreement over the issue of the removal of altar rails and “Roman 
Catholic” imagery from all churches and chapels, but disagreed over how action 
ought to be taken.180 The Lords disagreed with the „Resolution of the House of 
Commons on Ecclesiastical Innovations‟ (1 September 1641) which ordered all 
“churchwardens” to reverse the Laudian reforms in their churches or chapels and 
refused to allow „parish clergy to make alterations.‟181 In an unprecedented move the 
Commons acted on their own and on 9 September 1641 issued an order against the 
“innovations in or about the worship of God”.182 This was to be the first of four orders 
that would be given by Parliament over the course of the next three years: „Order for 
the Suppression of Innovations‟ (8 September 1641), „The Orders of the Committee 
for the Demolition of Monuments of Superstition and Idolatry‟ (printed 17 May 1643), 
„An Ordinance for the utter demolition, removing and taking away of all Monuments 
of Superstition or Idolatry‟ (28 August 1643), „An Ordinance for the further 
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demolishing of Monuments of Idolatry and Superstition‟ (9 May 1644).183 By the mid 
1640s Parliament had received approximately 900 petitions from concerned parishes, 
or about 10% of all parishes, including one from Boxford that generated the 
complaints against Theodore Beale and the petition from St Peter Mancroft that 
complained about the images in the chancel and around the font.184 These included 
denunciations against “scandalous and malignant” ministers, or ministers that lived a 
scandalous life or supported the Laudian reforms and/or who had joined the royal 
army or by preaching contrary to Parliament in the parish.185 What this also indicates 
is that a significant number of ministers were either partial to a highly ritualised liturgy, 
or felt pressured to be so.  
Some parishes, however, did not wait to receive further permission from 
Parliament. From as early as 1640, they took it upon themselves to start re-ordering 
their churches and destroying objects. What is interesting about this activity is that it 
often targeted objects, such as Prayer Books, that had previously been tolerated. 
Iconoclasts „derived legitimation from the official condemnation of Laudianism and 
licence from the hostility it had created within the politics of the parish.‟186 John 
Walter‟s analysis of iconoclasm in Eastern England shows that there was a 
considerable amount of activity during 1640.187 The stationing of troops in the region 
for the war against Scotland saw soldiers, often local, encourage others to 
participate in iconoclastic activity.188 In the parish of Hadham, Hertfordshire the Earl 
of Salisbury reported that “[the] people of the town” recruited three soldiers that 
“pulled downe [the] windowes w[hi]ch mought easily have beene prevented and they 
apprehende[d] if [the] towne had not con[n]ived at it”.189 Mr Violet, the minister of 
Hingham, Norfolk publically lamented the congregation‟s corporate sin of 
ceremonialism: “Oh Lord, we have offended thee in wearing the surplice, in signing 
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with the cross, and using the ring at marriage.” 190  Some at least took Violet‟s 
sentiments seriously as “young ruffians... [were] hired with half a barrel of beer” to 
pull down the altar rails who also „threatened to dump them in “the parson‟s 
pond”.‟191 
 It was not only altar rails that came under physical attack, but Prayer Books 
and crosses were also the target of iconoclasm. Edward Whale, „a radical minister 
returned from Rotterdam‟, did just that. Whale carried a copy of the Prayer Book into 
the pulpit of St George‟s, Norwich and stamped on it, declaring “he came not by any 
prelatical popish imposition of hands but was sent from God”.192 Thomas Harvey, a 
weaver from Earls Colne, Essex went even further. At the Essex Quarter Sessions 
held in September 1641, Harvey admitted that after hearing a sermon by Ralph 
Josselin he stole the Prayer Book from out of the church and threw it into a pond. 
The following day he recovered the Prayer Book only to “cut it in pieces, part thereof 
he did burn, some he threw away, and some he kept in his pockets, and further he 
cannot say.”193 It is possible that the churchyard cross at Long Melford was also 
destroyed by April 1642. According to a diary entry of John Rous, iconoclasts were in 
Long Melford at this time as Warren‟s house, the rector of Long Melford, was “rifled 
for his Gods”, a “Mr. Martin‟s house” was “pillaged...and a greate many set about the 
market crosse, termed young ministers.”194 
 The first order to remove the “late Innovations” was issued on 9 September 
1641 and was directed to parish churches, cathedrals, collegiate churches or 
chapels, the Temple Church and other Inns of Court, and it placed the responsibility 
for implementation on resident clerics.195  First, it demanded the removal of “the 
Communion Table from the East-End of the Church, Chapel, or Chancel, into some 
other convenient place; and that they take away the Rails, and level the Chancels as 
heretofore they were before the late Innovations.” The order also forbade “all 
corporal Bowing at the Name Jesus, or towards the East End of the Church, Chapel 
or Chancel, or towards the Communion-Table”. The order also included a directive to 
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remove crucifixes, “scandalous Pictures” of the Trinity and the Virgin, as well as strip 
the communion table of “all Tapers, Candlesticks, and Basons”. Finally, the order 
revoked the Book of Sports and gave the directive that “the Lord‟s-day shall be duly 
observed and sanctified”. The Book of Sports, first issued in 1618 and then reissued 
with enforcements in 1633, permitted festive recreations, such as dancing and ales, 
on Sunday afternoons.196 Interestingly, Montagu was the only Norwich bishop that 
prohibited such activity in the churchyard at any time.197 This may have been a rare 
occasion where a ceremonialist cleric and Parliament were in agreement, even if for 
different reasons: the former to protect the holiness of the churchyard and the latter 
to protect the holiness of Sunday. It was to be replaced with “the Preaching of God‟s 
word...in the Afternoon...and that Ministers and Preachers be encouraged thereunto”. 
198 For the most part this order reversed the core elements of the beauty of holiness 
program that placed the chancel and the objects within it at the centre of communal 
worship. By removing the altar rails, levelling the chancel steps, forbidding any 
bowing towards the east end, and promoting a preaching programme, the order 
shifted the focus away from the chancel to the nave. It is worth pointing out, however, 
that the order did not specify that the communion table must be removed from the 
chancel or that it must be in an east-west, or table-wise position. It only asked that it 
be re-positioned to where it used to be before the “Innovations”, which, as we have 
seen, was open to interpretation.  
 The second order was issued by the Committee for the Demolition of 
Monuments of Superstition and Idolatry on 17 May 1643, and largely repeated the 
directives given nearly two years earlier, but with additional stipulations.199 Margaret 
Aston remarks that the first order was too limited in its scope for „[f]ierce puritans‟, 
and so the second order „duly...caught up with wider puritan objectives.‟200 The first 
of these was the order to “take away and demolish every altar or Table of stone 
within your Church or Chappel”.201 It is possible that this served two purposes: some 
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churches may have reintroduced stone altars and therefore these churches were 
technically not bound by the 1641 order; secondly, the order recognised how 
symbolically potent stone altars could be and thus had no place in a reformed space. 
This order also incorporated a new requirement, which was the removal of all 
questionable images and crosses “upon the outside of your said Church or Chappel, 
or in any open place within your parish”.202 For the first time, the implementation of 
the Reformation – through the destruction of images and crosses – would extend 
beyond the church and churchyard into the landscape of the parish itself.203 
 On 28 August 1643 both the Lords and the Commons jointly issued the third 
Order. Both Houses had earlier issued a joint, but brief, declaration on 8 April 1642 – 
„The Declaration of the Houses on Church Reform‟ – stating their intention to 
undertake “a due and necessary reformation of the government and liturgy of the 
Church”.204 Just over a year later and aided by the onset of Civil War and the 
removal of the „conservative element from parliament‟, the „zealous members‟ could 
now have free reign on the removal of the new innovations and superstitious objects 
from churches.205 Like the first and second order, it also repeated the directives to 
remove all superstitious objects, adding “superstitious Inscriptions” to the list of 
illegal objects. If the parish did not comply, then the Justice of the Peace would carry 
out the work at the parish‟s expense. The order clarified where the communion table 
ought to be located, namely “in some...fit and convenient place...of the body of the 
said Church...or...[in] the body of the Chancel”.206 This was the general practice prior 
to the 1630s. It also added that only those chancels that had been raised “within 
Twenty years last past, raised for any Altar or Communion Table to stand upon” 
must be levelled.207 In this directive, the Commons was making a direct link between 
a potentially functional reason for raising the floor of the chancel and the “late 
Innovations”. If this was done prior to 1624 then it was acceptable, but if it was done 
after 1624 then it was assumed (and perhaps rightly so) to have been done for the 
sole purpose of adoration. However, the order concludes with a caveat that excluded 
“any Image, Picture, or Coat of Arms in Glass, Stone, or otherwise...set up or graven 
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onely for a Monument of any King, Prince, or Nobleman, or other dead Person which 
hath not been commonly reputed or taken for a Saint”, whether it be inside a “place 
of publique Prayer” or in the church yard.208 This order is similar to that which was 
issued by Elizabeth I in 1560, and reiterated in the Norwich Diocese visitation articles 
of 1633 and 1638, regarding the protection of monuments. It is possible that the 
order was issued for the same reasons, that some individuals were removing and/or 
defacing all and sundry.209 This clause also shows that the Commons was specific in 
what should be destroyed and what should be protected. About five months later, on 
24 January 1644, the mayoral court at Norwich established a committee to oversee 
the „removal of idolatrous images both in the cathedral and in the city parish 
churches.‟210 The committee was responsible for noting those churches that had 
retained “scandalous pictures cruceyfixes & images” and then set about to “demolish” 
the images themselves or “cause the same to be demolished.”211 
 Just under a year later the House of Commons issued their final order on 9 
May 1644. This order extended the scope of destruction of images within the parish 
church to include angels. To this list of contraband objects was added: “Copes, 
Surplices, superstitious Vestments, Roods, or Roodlons...Holy-water Fonts...Organs, 
and the Frames or Cases wherin they stand”, but not bells. Not only were these 
objects now illegal, but they were also to be “utterly defaced” and parish leadership, 
“at their peril”, were expected to “yield due obedience”. The order also added that 
superstitious images of the Trinity, angel or saint should not be “or continue upon 
any Plate, or other things use, or to be used in or about the worship of God”. The 
order repeated the caveat excluding monuments to kings, princes or nobles, 
suggesting that the destruction of such objects was still taking place.212 The order to 
remove the royal arms of Charles I from “publick Places” (churches were not 
mentioned) was not issued until 15 February 1649, a month after his execution.213 
  
Once again, parish churches across the country became subject to 
iconoclastic activity and for the most part the iconoclasm complied with the 
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Parliamentary Orders. There may not have been such a wide variety of objects to 
destroy, compared with the Edwardian iconoclasm, but the fervour with which it was 
done was no less intense, and it extended beyond what was stipulated in the 1547 
Edwardian Royal Injunctions. This time, however, it was not a battle between Roman 
Catholic and Protestant, but amongst mainstream Prayer Book Protestantism or 
conservative Protestantism and radical Protestantism. The faith communities in the 
Diocese of Norwich would experience a fracture that would become irreversible. 
Given that the ceremonialism of the 1630s stirred the ire of both mainstream and 
radical Protestants, it cannot be assumed that a rejection of such innovations was 
carried out by radical Protestants alone. What it does show is that, at the very least, 
ceremonialist clerics and parishioners may have gained more enemies than friends. 
What was happening on the Civil Wars battlefront was being mirrored in parish 
churches across the country. Altar rails, crosses, fonts, images and screens were 
either defaced and/or removed or they remained in situ. Images or inscriptions in 
stained glass windows and monumental brasses were also defaced, but, due to 
inconclusive evidence, they are more problematic.  For at times the churchwardens‟ 
accounts are either silent or inconclusive about the activities that occurred. However, 
the presence of material remains in parish churches in Norfolk and Suffolk are a 
testament to the battles over community worship that took place within the sacred 
space of the church. Unique to East Anglia is also the journal of the „iconoclast 
general‟ William Dowsing.214  In meticulous detail, Dowsing recorded his visits to 
parish churches in Cambridge and Suffolk, noting down what was removed and/or 
destroyed. Dowsing was commissioned by the Earl of Manchester to enforce the 
Parliamentary Order of August 1643, and it appears that he was the only person to 
receive such a commission.215   
For the second time, the chancel – both the space and the objects within it – was 
re-formed through the removal or destruction of popish items. The survival of altar 
rails, chancel steps and/or roodscreens in parish churches, either in situ or stored 
away in the church, testifies to the persistence of either certain individuals or the 
                                                          
214
 Fincham and Tyacke, Altars Restored, 277. 
215
 Fincham and Tyacke, Altars Restored, 277; John Morrill, “William Dowsing, the Bureaucratic 
Puritan,” in Public Duty and Private Conscious in Seventeenth-Century England, eds. John Morrill, 
John Slack and Daniel Woolf (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 188-9. See also Aston, England‟s 
Iconoclasts, 74-84; John Morrill, “William Dowsing and the administration of iconoclasm in the Puritan 
Revolution,” in Journal of William Dowsing, ed. Cooper, 13, 15. This recent essay by John Morrill is 
the most comprehensive discussion of Dowsing and his work thus far. 
280 
 
parish as a whole to retain a highly ritualised style of Protestant worship. It is difficult 
to know whether these objects remained in situ since their installation, whether they 
were removed before they could be destroyed and then later replaced, or whether 
their restoration was influenced by the Oxford Architectural Society, an „outgrowth‟ of 
the Oxford Movement, that promoted the implementation of Gothic Revival 
architecture in church renovation and building. 216  Nevertheless, both possibilities 
indicate a need for protection. The parish churches of Stockton and Tilney All Saints 
still have their seventeenth century altar rails. This may have been at least partly due 
to powerful patrons. The patron of Stockton was none other than the Duke of Norfolk 
and the patronage of Tilney All Saints was held by Pembroke College, Cambridge.217 
We have already seen that several churches retained their roodscreens, indicating a 
sub-community of conservative or even mainstream Protestants, which may have 
been supported by a powerful patron/s.  
Whilst the physical markers of a ritualised Holy Communion escaped destruction 
in some churches, this was not the case in others. Just as the destruction of stone 
altars during the early Reformation had „relied on a mixture of individual initiative and 
Episcopal instruction‟ the second wave of iconoclasm also relied on „both 
parliamentary ordinances and freelance reform and iconoclasm.‟ 218  By the time 
Dowsing and his team came to Suffolk in 1644, he found only three sets of altar rails 
that needed to be destroyed out of 147 churches, the majority having already been 
removed.219 In the parishes of Aylsham, Norfolk and Peasenhall, Suffolk the rails 
were removed in 1641/2.220 However, if the iconoclasm did not result in any financial 
cost, then nothing was recorded in the churchwardens‟ accounts. This may have 
been the case in Cratfield and St Peter Mancroft. The churchwardens of Cratfield 
installed altar rails in 1635/6 and the churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft installed 
altar rails in 1639/40. In both churches the Laudian altar rails are no longer in situ. It 
is quite possible that at least in the case of St Peter Mancroft the rails were only 
replaced during the nineteenth century, the date of the current altar rails. In the case 
                                                          
216
 G. A. Bremner and Jonathan Conlin, “History As Form: Architecture and Liberal Anglican Thought 
in the Writings of E. A. Freeman,” Modern Intellectual History 8, no. 2 (2011), 309-10, quote on 309; 
Michael Hall, “„Our Own: Thomas Hope, A. J. B. Beresford Hope & the creation of the High Victorian 
style,” Studies in Victorian Architecture and Design, 1 (2008). 
217
 Lewis, Topographical Dictionary of England (1848), 209-15, 360-2. I would like to thank Dr Sybil 
Jack for the reference for Tilney All Saints. Also on British History Online, 12 October 2012. 
218
 Cressy, Travesties and Transgressions, 203. 
219
 John Morrill, “William Dowsing,” 1-28, 25. 
220
 Spraggon, Puritan Iconoclasm, 110. 
281 
 
of Cratfield we do get one clue from the churchwardens‟ accounts in 1642/3 when 
the churchwardens paid 3s. “for takeinge up of the pavements and throwing donwe 
of the stepes in the chancel”. Cratfield offered a late response, but nevertheless the 
levelling of the chancel was finally done.221 Based on this record, and the vehement 
language used to describe it, it is possible that the altar rails were given the same 
treatment, but at no cost. Lucy A. Botelho remarks that the chancel steps were 
removed by either Dowsing or his men, but provides no evidence to support this 
view.222 It is certainly possible that this was the case, as he and his men were active 
within East Anglia removing superstitious objects from churches. But it is equally 
possible that this was a decision made by the parish, or an influential sub-community 
within the parish, who were in agreement with Parliament on this issue.  
We also have indirect evidence that chancel steps were removed from other 
parish churches. As far as can be ascertained, the original churchwardens‟ accounts 
for Redenhall have not survived. But they were accessible when Francis Blomefield 
was writing his history of Norfolk during the mid eighteenth century. According to 
Blomefield the churchwardens promptly paid to get the chancel levelled in 1641.223 
Unlike Cratfield, the churchwardens of Metfield were ordered by William Dowsing to 
level the chancel steps. Dowsing visited the parish on 30 August 1644 and gave the 
churchwardens a week to carry out this task.224 Yet not all ministers were prepared 
to see the chancel re-ordered without a protest. Alexander Clark, the vicar of 
Bredfield, Suffolk, “refused to let the churchwardens level the ground where the altar 
stood, because it was holy, and not fit to be thrown out or mixed with common 
earth.”225 The minister of Waldringfield, Suffolk, Andrew Sandiland, was irate the day 
that the altar rails were removed from his church. So much so, that “he came into the 
church porch with his pistol charged...and threatened to dispatch the first that came 
out of the church.” He continued his protest by refusing to administer the bread and 
wine unless communicants knelt at the chancel steps.226 
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Even though the chancel was the focal point of the beauty of holiness programme, 
it was certainly not the only space within the church that was subject to the second 
wave of iconoclasm. Objects within the nave – fonts, images in windows, royal arms, 
monumental brasses – were also defaced or removed, even though some of these 
objects were excluded from the Parliamentary Orders. Like the removal of altar rails 
and chancel steps, the re-ordering of the nave also encountered some resistance. 
The ornamentation and „honouring‟ of fonts was „less contentious‟ than the altar „but 
it still attracted accusations of idolatry from those who disapproved of these pious 
attentions to a stone bowl.‟227 The font at St Peter Mancroft was also defaced, for in 
1642/3 the churchwardens paid Duckit 1s. for “taking down images at the font”.228 On 
both the bowl and the stem of the font there are scratch marks and chisel marks 
where images were once visible – here is the physical evidence of the rejection of 
ritualistic worship (see plate 6.12A and Appendix B.9K). 229  However, one panel 
appears to have survived complete removal. The colour is still visible and it shows a 
standing priestly figure (see plate 6.12B).230 What this suggests is that the panels 
had painted images and the stem had carved images. As the transcribed accounts 
do not survive for the years prior to 1580 (the original records being no longer extant), 
we do not know if the font was also defaced prior to this date. If not, then the survival 
of images on the font up until this date was very rare indeed. In 1644/5 the 
churchwardens of Redenhall sold “the 3 poasts that stood about the fount” and for 
which they received 2s.231  These posts may have been used to support a font 
canopy, as at St Peter Mancroft. The font that currently stands near the south 
entrance dates to the nineteenth century. 232  All evidence of the original font no 
longer exists. Nevertheless, the late action to deface the font suggests that there 
was some reluctance on the part of the parish, or at least of some in the parish, to 
comply, and that aspects of the font had been protected up to that point. 
Fonts were not the only place where images were hacked away. The 
Parliamentary Orders proscribed all images of the Virgin, the Trinity and, in 1644, all 
angels. As noted, Dowsing visited 147 parish churches in Suffolk. Out of all of these 
churches 92% or 135 churches had images that were destroyed by either Dowsing 
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or his men, clearly suggesting that churchwardens were reluctant to remove them. 
Morrill observes that Dowsing followed the Parliamentary order „literally and 
unswervingly‟, only leaving behind stained glass that depicted „coats of arms or royal 
insignia‟.233 Some of the angels in the nave roof of Tilney All Saints lost their heads 
to the iconoclasts, and it is possible that this was done during the wave of 
iconoclasm in the 1640s (see plates 6.13A and 6.13B). Thomas Cooper remarks that 
because it is not currently known whether angels were removed prior to the 1640s, 
their absence is not proof that iconoclasm occurred in a particular church during the 
1640s.234  
Painted and/or carved images on ceilings also came under attack. Metfield is one 
church that still has evidence of such attacks. Dowsing came to Metfield on 30 
August 1644, and not only did he order that the chancel steps be levelled, but he 
also noted that there was “Peter‟s keys, and the Jesuit‟s badge, in the window; and 
Mary on the top of the roof. I for Jesus, H. For Hominum, and S. for Salvator; and a 
dove for the Holy Ghost, in wood”.235 Cooper points out that in the south porch the 
central wooden boss depicts the Trinity. He suggests that it was from this boss that 
the wooden dove was probably removed.236 What is also interesting about this boss 
is that the central figure and the two side figures have all been defaced, rather than 
being decapitated (see plate 6.14 and Appendix B.3G).237 Dowsing also noted a 
second figure – Mary on the top of the roof. Today at the east end of the roof of the 
chancel is a small image that has lost its head, and is decorated with a floral design 
on its chest, similar to that on the chancel ceiling, although this may have been 
added later (see plate 6.15 and Appendix B.3H).238 It is likely that this was the image 
of Mary that Dowsing spoke of and which was decapitated. At the east end of the 
nave there are painted panels on the ceiling that display the emblems „M‟ and „IHS‟. 
Four out of sixteen of these painted panels have been defaced (see plate 6.16 and 
Appendix B.3E).239  
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In 1644 the churchwardens of Redenhall paid 9d. “for taking downe the pictures 
within the chappell and defacing others”.240 This was likely the Gawdy Chapel, a 
partially enclosed room located on the north side of the chancel. The late response 
to remove the images, suggests that there was a reluctance to do so by 
churchwardens and patron, the Bishop of Norwich, in the parish.241 The influence of 
the Gawdy family within the parish may also have preserved their chapel‟s survival 
from the wave of iconoclasm for so long. Yet not all images in ceilings or porches 
were defaced or removed. Many churches still retain their carved corbels, often 
depicting grotesques or other images, suggestive of targeted attacks rather than full-
blown iconoclasm (see plates 6.17 and 6.18 and Appendix B.5K).242  
Not only were images and objects defaced or removed according to the 
Parliamentary Orders, but also the royal arms of Charles I was removed from parish 
churches. Even though the order to remove the royal arms of Charles I from public 
places was issued on 15 February 1649, Parliament did not order them to be 
removed from churches and chapels until 9 April 1650. 243  The churchwardens‟ 
accounts for two churches record the cost of taking down the emblem of loyalty to 
the king, both of which occured in 1650. In the parish of Redenhall the arms were 
dutifully removed from the church at the cost of 1s.244 In the parish of Boxford the 
churchwardens paid 9d. “for taking downe the Kings armes”.245  
The iconoclastic attacks that occurred during the 1640s inside the church building 
were not limited to objects. We also know that images and inscriptions in glass and 
monumental brasses were defaced or even removed. Both Elizabeth I in 1560 and 
Parliament in 1643 and 1644 called parishioners to refrain from attacking 
monuments in glass or stone that were installed in memory of the deceased. Yet the 
requirement to remove “superstitious Inscriptions” would inevitably mean the 
defacement of monuments in glass or stone. What is difficult with iconoclastic activity 
aimed at glass is that they were rarely recorded as such in the churchwardens‟ 
accounts. As was mentioned earlier, 92% of the churches that Dowsing visited in 
Suffolk had images destroyed or removed. Cooper suggests that these images were 
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removed from glass, rather than from other potential locations.246 However, images 
were not only in windows, they could also be found on walls.247 Therefore the task of 
dating when these attacks took place is almost impossible. At best, we can only infer 
that a significant amount of glass being replaced in the church could be as a result of 
defaced or damaged images in stained or painted glass. The replacement of glass 
may also have occurred as a result of storms or general maintenance. 248  For 
example, in 1641, the same year that the first Parliamentary Order against images 
was issued, the churchwardens of Boxford, Roger Brown and Robart Ponder, 
repaired fourteen feet of glass and purchased a further twelve “quarrels of Glasse” 
(small diamond-shaped pieces).249 In the following year the same churchwardens 
purchased eight feet of “new glasse” and “32 [?quarrels] of new glasse”.250 Such 
purchases could be reproduced several times over in the accounts of other parish 
churches. There is rarely any indication from the accounts which windows were 
being repaired or the reasons for the repair. Even in a church like Boxford that, for 
the most part, eagerly embraced the Reformation, iconoclasm is only one possibility, 
but certainly one that cannot be ruled out in 1641. 
Like stained glass windows, monumental brasses were also a target for 
enthusiastic iconoclasts. Their physical presence amongst the floor tiles of parish 
churches across the country linked the congregation to former members of the 
collective faith community in a way that was comforting for some and disturbing for 
others.251 Peter Sherlock remarks that the relationship between the living and the 
dead „was not severed but transformed‟ with the Reformation. Monuments to the 
dead no longer sought the intercessory prayers of the living, but instead „became 
exemplars for the living to copy‟ through their „virtuous deeds and good deaths.‟252  
Despite the re-formation of the commemoration of the dead, it did not protect 
monumental brasses from defacement or complete removal. Furthermore, the ability 
to track such destruction is difficult as such acts were never recorded in the 
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churchwardens‟ accounts. Some monumental brasses were certainly defaced or 
removed for religious and/or political reasons during the early Reformation and later 
in the ongoing reformation of church spaces. Brasses were also valuable precious 
metal.253 Many parish churches have ledger slabs from which brass inscriptions and 
images have either been prised off (see plates 6.19, 6.20 and Appendix B.1F) or 
defaced.254 Cooper observes that in Norfolk, in the north of the county, it appears 
that about 75% of brass inscriptions survived, whereas in the south of the county 
brasses had a lower survival rate. In Suffolk however, it appears that about 50% of 
brasses were removed by 1660 and a further 30% were removed over the 
subsequent seventy or eighty years. He also points out that the defacement of 
prayer clauses was carried out prior to the 1640s.255 At the same time there are 
brass inscriptions that survived iconoclastic attacks, like the brass of Boxford pastor 
William Birde who died on 19 January 1599 (see plate 6.21 and Appendix B.5L).256 
Similarly, the preservation of an ancestor‟s memory also caused others to protect the 
memorial of their life and death.257 Like the many windows that once housed stained 
or painted glass, we can only infer that the damaged or removal of monumental 
brasses may have occurred during the 1640s.  
However, we are not left without any firm evidence that images in windows and 
monumental brasses were subject to iconoclasm. We know that Dowsing visited 
Metfield and noted that the keys of St Peter and the Jesuit‟s badge were depicted in 
the window. The churchwardens‟ accounts verify that the church windows were 
replaced accordingly. In 1644 one of Dowsing‟s men, Mr Verdin, was paid 6s. 8d. 
“for viewing [our] Church windows”. In the same year the churchwardens paid for 
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“taking downe the glasse in the Ch[urch] windows” and for mending the windows.258 
Cooper observes that 6s. 8d. was the standard fee charged by Dowsing and his 
deputies for viewing glass. 259  Verdin, or Francis Verdon, was one of Dowsing‟s 
deputies employed to assist him in his visitations.260 In the parish of Mellis, Suffolk 
the churchwardens also paid 6s. 8d. in 1644 “to the Erle of Manchesters 
commissioners”. 261  As we have seen, in 1644 the churchwardens of St Peter 
Mancroft belatedly went about removing “all superstitious pictures” from the windows 
in the church. 262 However, David King points out that not all the glass in the church 
was destroyed. For example, in the lower panel of the Toppes Window, located in 
the north chancel chapel, the image of the descending Christ Child in the depiction of 
the Annunciation was retained, although the window is no longer in its original 
condition.263 
Thanks to Dowsing‟s journal, we also have evidence of the destruction carried 
out on monumental brasses, and Metfield was one church where this occurred. 
Dowsing ordered the churchwardens to remove a brass inscription “Orate pro 
animabus [pray on behalf of [our] souls]” that was located on the south side of the 
chancel. However, the churchwardens came up against “Mr [blank] Jermin, the Gent, 
in the town” who “refused” to remove the monumental brass slab.264 According to 
Cooper, the brass inscription belonged to John (d. 1504) and Isabelle Jermy, 
ancestors of Mr Jermy. Mr Jermy was unsuccessful in protecting the monument of 
remembrance to his ancestors. The offensive opening prayer was removed from the 
ledger slab and the closing prayer „quorum animabus propicietur deus amen [of 
whose souls may God appease amen]‟ was defaced (see plate 6.22).265 
The heavy axe of iconoclasm did not only fall on the interior of parish churches. It 
also fell on their exterior with the removal of parish crosses during the year 1644 – a 
year after the Parliamentary order to do so. This may seem like a rather late 
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response, but it was only in 1643 that Cheapside Cross, London‟s “golden idol”, 
came tumbling down.266 Dowsing removed external crosses from only 21% or about 
31 of the churches in Suffolk that he visited.267 This suggests that in the remaining 
116 churches the churchwardens willingly did so, were forced to do so, or the 
crosses were destroyed by enthusiastic iconoclasts. 268  In 1643/4 one of the 
churchwardens of Cratfield, John Williams, paid Simond Warne 3s. “for taking downe 
the crosses of the church and stepell”.269 This was done a year after the chancel 
steps were removed and suggests that the iconoclastic activity was parish-led and 
not, as Botelho suggests, an order given by Dowsing to which the parish simply 
complied. There is currently no steeple on the Cratfield Church tower, so at some 
point this has also been removed. Today, there is one cross on the east-end nave 
gable. Whether this is a replacement cross or whether it survived iconoclastic attack 
in 1643/4 is difficult to tell, as the stone is quite weathered (see plate 1.8).270 It is 
equally possible that there were crosses located elsewhere on the church that were 
removed in 1643/4. The churchwardens of North Elmham paid 1s. 6d. in 1643/4 
“for...takeing downe the Crosses” and paid 6s. 8d. “for the visitors for Comeing to the 
Church”.271 What is interesting about this payment is that this was the standard fee 
that Dowsing and his men charged parishes for viewing idolatrous images in glass. 
John Blatchly suggests that the visitor to North Elmham may have been Clement 
Gilley of Troston, Suffolk, one of Dowsing‟s deputies who was active in the north of 
Norfolk.272 The material remains at two locations on North Elmham church reflect 
where crosses may once have stood. The first is on the gable of the south porch and 
the second is on the gable at the east-end of the nave (see plates 6.23 and 6.24).273 
In 1643/4 the Redenhall churchwardens paid 8d. “for taking downe the crosses from 
the ends of the chappell”.274 During my visit of 2011 no cross or cross-base was 
noted on the gable of the chapel. There are currently two crosses that appear to be 
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recent additions: one on the gable at the east end of the chancel and one on the bell-
turret on the gable at the east end of the nave (see plate 6.25).275 It is possible that 
these crosses were also removed around 1643/4. The churchwardens of St Peter 
Mancroft did not pay to take down “the Crosse on the steple” until 1645/6.276 Given 
the height of the steeple, this would have been no small feat. It is possible that the 
churchwardens were occupied with removing the images in the glass, and so 
removing the steeple cross was considered a harder and more costly job and 
therefore less of a priority. There is a cross on the gable of the south transept 
(Blessed Virgin Mary Chapel), but this may be a more recent addition (see plate 
1.5). 277  The churchwardens‟ accounts for Boxford record no payments for the 
removal of external crosses, however material remains suggests that at least one 
may have been present. In the centre of the gable of the south porch there is a stone 
base that once supported a stone carving (see plate 6.26).278 This could have been a 
cross or be the remains of a support for a grotesque.  
The second wave of iconoclasm that swept the country, including the Diocese of 
Norwich, was intense and extensive. Like the first wave of iconoclasm that occured 
under Edward VI, this second wave was a combination of both parliamentary 
legislation and parish initiative. The large number of altar rails that had been 
removed in Suffolk before Dowsing‟s visits is a testament to this. Yet there were also, 
not surprisingly, pockets of resistance – Mr Jermy being a case in point – that reveal 
that the fracturing of the faith community was a process that had yet to be halted.  
 
 
 
6.3 The Directory of Public Worship and the parish church 
 
Between 1641-4, parish churches, whether willingly or not, were once again 
significantly re-ordered for communal worship. But unlike the iconoclasm of the early 
Reformation, this wave in the 1640s was more pervasive extending its scope 
regarding what was now deemed illegal, both in terms of objects and in terms of 
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spaces. Now the landscape of the parish was expected to succumb to the demands 
of a radical Protestant eradication of images and rituals, driven by an austere 
understanding of religious practice. Having purged these places of worship the 
Commons did not leave the country without directives regarding worship. On 4 
January 1644/5, a little over six months after the last order was proclaimed, The 
Directory of Public Worship was issued. Its purpose was to ensure: “An Ordinance 
for taking away the Book of Common Prayer, and for establishing and putting in 
execution of the Directory for the publique worship of God.”279 The Directory sought 
to continue the process of reform and even claimed those early reformers who, if still 
alive, “would join with us in this work”.280  
The authors sought to rectify the “manifold inconveniences” of the Prayer 
Book by removing the ritual components from the liturgy – such as baptism and Holy 
Communion – as well as providing directives for preaching and appropriate 
behaviour.  What was left was suggested text for both the rubric and the prayers, 
which enabled the minister to add his own words to the ceremonies. Baptism was 
made a public ceremony only: the provision for private baptism was gone. 
Surprisingly, The Directory did not specify that basins, instead of fonts, were to be 
used. Rather, it stated that baptism was no longer to take place “where Fonts in the 
time of Popery were unfitly and superstitiously placed.” Instead, the ceremony was 
to take place “in the face of the Congregation, where the people may most 
conveniently see and hear”.281 The shift in location from near the entrance of the 
church to the east end of the nave, symbolically removed the association between 
baptism and the physical, and therefore symbolic, entrance into the Church. Instead, 
this new place for baptism in the nave created a symbolic connection between 
baptism and “the Word”. The ceremony retained the sprinkling of water over the 
infant, but the signing of the cross was gone.282  
The association between belonging to the local faith community and the 
understanding of the Bible was reinforced with Holy Communion. The Directory 
stipulated that only those who have “Knowledge, Faith, Repentance, Love, and with 
hungering and thirsting souls after Christ and his benefits” could partake in the 
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communion service. In contrast, the “Ignorant and the Scandalous” were “not fit to 
receive this Sacrament of the Lord‟s Supper.”283 The Directory also ordered that the 
communion table be “decently covered and so conveniently placed, that the 
Communicants may orderly sit about it, or at it”.284 The emphasis was not so much 
about whether the table was in the chancel or in the nave or its precise orientation, 
but whether communicants could conveniently sit around it, rather than kneel around 
it, when receiving the bread and wine. There was no stipulation as to the required 
frequency of Holy Communion. Rather, it simply stated that it should be “frequently” 
celebrated at the discretion of “the Ministers and other Church Governours of each 
congregation”, and that it should follow the morning sermon, a reversal of the order 
of service in the 1559 Prayer Book where the sermon preceded communion.285 
The Directory also expressed similar concerns to that of the earlier visitation 
articles regarding church attendance, behaviour during services and the content of 
sermons. The Directory ordered that parishioners should not absent themselves 
“from the Publique Ordinances, through negligence, or upon pretence of private 
meetings.”286 Such behaviour was considered acceptable by the godly when church 
services were not according to their standard, but now there was no legitimate 
reason for absenteeism. The congregation was not permitted to read anything 
“except what the Minister is then reading or citing” and refrain “from all private 
whisperings, conferences, salutations, or doing reverence to any persons present, or 
coming in”. Furthermore, if someone inadvertently missed the beginning of the 
service, they were to “reverently...compose themselves to joyn with the Assembly” 
and not to engage in their own “private Devotions”. 287  The Directory, unlike the 
earlier visitation articles, promoted an exegetical style of preaching, thoroughly 
grounded in Scripture.  The minister was expected to speak the truth based on the 
Bible, and to deal with doubts or confutations by “reconciling the seeming differences, 
answering the reasons, and discovering and taking away the causes of prejudice 
and mistake.”288 At the same time however, The Directory, like the earlier visitation 
articles, warned ministers against preaching questionable doctrines. Furthermore, it 
cautioned ministers to avoid unnecessary points of contention, pretentious 
                                                          
283
 AOI, 1: 597, 596. 
284
 Ibid., 597. 
285
 AOI, 1: 596; Cummings, Book of Common Prayer, 127, 133. 
286
 AOI, 1: 585. 
287
 Ibid., 586. 
288
 Ibid., 591, 592. 
292 
 
intellectual flair, “unknown Tongues” and strange sounds – the audible markers of 
enthusiastic non-conformist preachers.289  
 
 The “publique worship of God” was no longer about ceremony, objects and a 
sense of sacred space. Those who were in agreement with The Directory may have 
been satisfied with the text, but may still have struggled with the fact that they were 
required to worship in a space that had been previously used for Roman Catholic 
worship. As an appendix to the liturgical text, The Directory made a statement 
regarding church buildings: 
 
As no place is capable of any holiness under pretence of whatsoever 
Dedication or Consecration, so neither is it subject to such pollution 
by any superstition formerly used and now laid aside, as may render 
it unlawfull or inconvenient for Christians to meet together therein for 
the publique worship of God. And therefore we hold it requisite that 
the places of publique assembling for worship among us should be 
continued and imployed to that use.290 
 
This was the first time that any legislation addressed the suitability of using a space 
initially dedicated for Roman Catholic worship for Protestant worship. It was done so 
by claiming that no church building is of itself sacred. But as the new liturgy instituted 
services that had been stripped of any remnants of Catholicism there was no reason 
for absenteeism. Oddly, this statement also claims that all the “superstitious” 
ceremonies, images and objects that had been previously located within it did not 
defiled the parish church because it was not a sacred space, despite having 
undertaking an intense programme of iconoclasm. It is possible that The Directory 
deliberately made this claim in an attempt to retain radical Protestants within the 
reformed Church system, rather than losing them to separatist groups. Parliament 
later issued „An Ordinance for repairing Churches, and for payment of Church Duties‟ 
in February 1648 and insisted that church maintenance be continued on all 
functioning (as opposed to derelict or destroyed) churches and chapels.291 
 Now that many parish churches had been further stripped of objects that 
hinted at what was seen by some still as Roman Catholicism, ministers, 
churchwardens and parishioners were once again faced with the directive to re-form 
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their communal worship experience using a new liturgical text. The essential 
elements of the liturgy remained, but the way in which they were to be performed 
was very different. Sitting replaced kneeling at Holy Communion, basins replaced 
fonts for baptisms and suggested text replaced prescribed text for services. Yet the 
fervour in the removal of the new innovations and superstitious objects was not 
matched by the enthusiasm to adopt The Directory and its suggested objects. John 
Morrill observes that „probably less than 10 per cent of parishes had acquired [The 
Directory] six months [after it was issued].‟292 Its distribution amongst the parishes 
was the responsibility of county committees who had to deliver copies to the parish 
ministers, although the parishes had to pay for their copies. The county committees 
were required to collect all surviving copies of the Prayer Book for destruction. 
Continued use of the Prayer Book brought the penalty of fines or imprisonment. 
Morrill notes that there is no record of these punishments being handed out, and, at 
the same time, the distribution of The Directory was minimal. Morrill has shown that 
in many parishes through the country, the use, or at least support, of the Prayer 
Book persisted.293 This suggests that it was not so much the Prayer Book that was 
the issue for parish congregations, but rather there was resentment over the invasive 
way that it was enforced and the innovations brought in by ceremonial clerics during 
the 1630s.294 John Spurr notes that by the late 1640s several petitions voiced strong 
support for the return of the Prayer Book.295 Based on surviving churchwardens‟ 
accounts for the county of Norfolk, only one in twenty records the purchase of The 
Directory.296 Morrill aptly describes The Directory as „almost wholly a dead letter‟.297 
On 13 November 1645 Charles I issued a proclamation ordering parishes to 
disregard The Directory and reinstate the Prayer Book.298 Charles may well have got 
his wish, but not by virtue of the authority of his proclamation. 
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Only a few churchwardens‟ accounts record payments for purchasing The 
Directory in 1645. The churchwardens of Cratfield purchased the Directory at the 
cost of 1s. 3d.299 The churchwardens of Metfield paid one [?Thomas] Lilly 1s. “for a 
directory”.300 Yet the churchwardens‟ accounts for St Peter Mancroft and Boxford do 
not record the purchase of the Directory at all. The churchwardens of each church 
may have failed to do so for very different reasons. As we have seen St Peter 
Mancroft supported the „beauty of holiness‟ programme, so it is possible that the 
churchwardens did not feel compelled to purchase The Directory. Conversely, 
Boxford was already using a basin for baptisms and had been doing so since the 
early 1560s. Thus the churchwardens may have thought that the purchase was 
superfluous. As we saw in Graph 4.1, Boxford continued to regularly celebrate Holy 
Communion during the 1640s and 1650s, and we can only presume that their 
minister continued to use the 1559 Prayer Book, or an adaptation of it. The accounts 
for both Stockton and Redenhall for which we only have extracts, also do not record 
purchases for The Directory. There are three possible explanations: the transcribers 
failed to include this purchase in their transcriptions, the records for this period have 
been lost, or the purchases were not made. 
The purchase of The Directory was one thing, but its implementation was 
another. Morrill suggests that there was little support within the parishes for The 
Directory beyond the active removal of the “new Innovations” of the 1630s.301 The 
Directory required churchwardens to provide seating in the chancel if this was where 
the communion table remained. But it was equally possible for communicants to sit 
in choir stalls, if these were still present, or remain seated in the nave, and thus there 
would be no record of any purchase in the accounts. The Directory also required 
churchwardens to purchase basins for the appropriate performance of baptism. But 
churchwardens may have used a basin currently owned by the church, and, once 
again, a purchase would not be recorded. Fincham and Tyacke rightly point out that 
rather than destroying the stone font, they were „simply left in situ and ignored.‟302 
Evidence for either purchases or maintenance of basins is scant. In 1651/2 the 
churchwardens of Cratfield made a part payment of £1 for a “pewter basone”.303 The 
                                                          
299
 Cratfield CWA [transc. B], 67. 
300
 Metfield CWA [transc.], 133. 
301
 Morrill, Nature of the English Revolution, 174. 
302
 Fincham and Tyacke, Altars Restored, 281. 
303
 Cratfield CWA [transc. B], 88. 
295 
 
accounts do not tell us where the pewter bason was located or what it was used for. 
If it was a baptismal basin, then this is a very late purchase. Similarly, the 
churchwardens of Redenhall also made a late purchase of a baptismal basin, even 
though they did not purchase The Directory. In 1657/8 the churchwardens paid one 
William Stubbs 3s. 4d. “for a publick bason”.304 The Directory was an ambitious 
attempt by Parliament to provide a liturgy that would foster a uniform worship 
experience based on “the Word”. Its lack of appeal shows that a simplified liturgy that 
was stripped of all ritual, and placed the sermon at the centre, was not what people 
wanted. It also may explain why the use of the Prayer Book, was perhaps modified 
to suit local practices, persisted.  
 
 
6.4 A Church Fully Restored? The 1662 Book of Common Prayer 
 
By 1660 faith communities across the country had been torn apart by a Civil War 
that had lasted nearly a decade and was fuelled in part by the religious innovations 
of the 1630s. As we have seen, there was little support for The Directory and 
growing support for the return of the Prayer Book. So when Charles II ascended the 
English throne in 1660 it heralded the promise of the return of episcopacy and the 
Prayer Book. Yet amongst conformist and non-conformist clerics alike, there was 
much debate over the introduction of a new Prayer Book. Between the years 1660-2 
over 100 pamphlets had been published and their contents were fairly evenly 
divided between both sides of the debate. The old debate over adiaphora continued 
to be aired, revealing that this issue was still unresolved.305 When the new Book of 
Common Prayer was issued in 1662 it came down on the side of ceremonialism. 
Reflecting on the tumultuous times of the past twenty years that led parishioners to 
neglect church attendance and ministers to neglect the use of the Prayer Book, 
Charles II believed that nothing was more conducive to peace and bringing honour 
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back to “our Religion...than an universall agreement in the Publique Worshipp of 
Almighty God”.306  
Nigel Yates observes that the 1662 Prayer Book was a modified version of 
the 1559 Prayer Book.307 This may have been the case with the liturgical text, but its 
authors reinstated the 1549 rubric regarding ornamentation and clerical dress and 
thus, as we saw in chapter 5, its ambivalence.308 The 1559 Prayer Book required 
parish ministers to wear the surplice at baptisms, burials, and for morning and 
evening service. “But in all other places, every minister shall be at libertie to use any 
Surplus or no.”309 However, the rubric for Holy Communion directed the priest to 
wear “a white Albe plain, with a vestment or Cope.” If he had attendants they were 
to wear an alb and tunicle. 310  Similarly, the ornaments that should adorn the 
communion table cum altar also implied a desire to reinstate a highly ritualised 
service. The 1549 Prayer Book had not specifically proscribed the use of the altar, 
the term being used several times for the rubric of the service and it also retained 
the use of the word chalice and corporas cloth. The 1662 Prayer Book therefore 
allowed for the use of these objects – chalice, corporas cloth and altar – even if the 
rubric did not necessarily include these words in the text. 
Yet, the 1662 Prayer Book did not replicate the 1549 Prayer Book in its 
entirety. The key difference was in the rubric for the minister in the service of Holy 
Communion. It was this divergence that would ensure that the liturgy of the Church 
of England would never return to its pre-1630s format. Previously, the 1549 Prayer 
Book explicitly stated that the taking of the bread and wine in the hands was to be 
done “without any elevacion, or shewing the Sacrament to the people.”311 For the 
first time since the Reformation, the 1662 Prayer Book implicitly encouraged a 
ritualised performance. The 1662 Prayer Book excluded this phrase and included 
several rituals of blessing. He was to take the paten into his hands and break the 
bread, and similarly he was to take the cup into his hands. On saying the words 
“this is my body” and “this is my blood”, the priest was required to ceremoniously lay 
his hands on the bread and “upon every vessel (be it Chalice or Flagon)” that 
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contained wine.312 Such emphasis on ritual was excluded from the 1549 Prayer 
Book. At the conclusion of Holy Communion, the priest or minister was expected to 
“reverently place upon [the table] what remaineth of the consecrated Elements, 
covering the same with a fair linen cloth.”313  
Haigh suggests that the popularity of the 1662 Prayer Book was due to the 
failure of The Directory and a desire not to return to the troubles of the 1640s and 
1650s.314 Furthermore, its popularity was secured despite its highly ceremonial tone, 
as it was the emphasis on prescribed conformity to ritual and the sacredness of 
those rituals during the 1630s that partially led to the troubles of the 1640s. Perhaps 
this was a compromise that parish communities, for the most part, were prepared to 
live with. The 1662 visitation articles for Norwich Diocese opened with several 
articles that concerned the furnishings of the nave and chancel.315 But their tone was 
more reflective of pre-1630s articles than those issued by Wren or Montagu. Unlike 
previous royal or Episcopal directives to alter the layout of the church and the objects 
within it, the Restoration did not result in major changes to furnishings or the 
configuration of the chancel and nave other than restoring it to its pre-1630s 
condition.316 Those who were supportive of the beautification programme, or who at 
least could tolerate the continuation of ceremonies being as things indifferent, could 
reunite with their dominant faith community and start afresh. But this was not the 
case for all. With the reintroduction of a more ceremonial style of worship, non-
conformist clerics and parishioners were forced to make a decision as to whether 
they would remain with the Church of England or whether they would sever all 
liturgical ties and establish new faith communities founded on beliefs and doctrines 
that were in harmony with their conscience. These faith communities – Baptists, 
Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Independents and Quakers - had to find new sites 
for corporate worship, namely, meeting houses and chapels.317  
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6.5 Conclusion – a church fully purged? 
  
By 1662 many parish churches had been largely stripped of the ceremonial 
innovations of the 1630s, despite the re-introduction of a new Prayer Book. The 1662 
Prayer Book did not significantly alter the material culture of parish churches, 
although it appears many were glad that the liturgy of the Church of England had 
returned. Altar rails that had been rent from chancel floors did not return, levelled 
chancel steps could remain that way, and communion tables were moved away from 
the east end of the chancel. The return of these objects to their pre-1630s location in 
1662 signified not only a rejection of the beauty of holiness, but also a rejection of 
outside interference in the parish as a community of the faithful. The attempt by 
ceremonial clerics during the 1630s to shift the emphasis of communal worship back 
to the chancel, to call the communion table an altar, and privilege the sacraments 
over the sermon was met with a hesitant and uneven response within the Diocese of 
Norwich. The churchwardens of St Peter Mancroft did not hesitate to beautify the 
interior of their church and maintain a preaching programme against Montagu‟s 
wishes. When the political and religious tide turned during the early 1640s 
iconoclastic fervour once again swept the country. Remnants of Catholicism that 
survived attack during the early Reformation – images in glass, fonts and decorated 
ceilings, crosses on gables, intercessory prayers on monumental brasses – were 
removed, defaced or smashed. At the same time, not all churches were completely 
reordered. Tilney All Saints managed to retain both its 1618 roodscreen, as well as 
its altar rails – a silent testimony to the success of individuals within the parish to 
preserve a ceremonial style of worship. Yet not all such individuals were so fortunate. 
Mr Jermy of Metfield failed to protect the monumental brass of his ancestors from the 
iconoclastic fervour of the churchwardens. By the 1650s the country had been 
ravaged by Civil War, a key figure of ceremonialism and its patron, namely William 
Laud and Charles I, had been executed, and the 1559 Prayer Book was made illegal. 
In its place The Directory had been made law, shedding the liturgy of any vestige of 
ceremonialism – both in object and ritual - and re-emphasising “the Word” in 
community worship. Yet the fervour for iconoclasm did not translate into support for 
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The Directory, suggesting that it did not give the majority of parishioners what they 
wanted from a faith community – that was a return to pre-1630s community faith 
experience. When the 1662 Prayer Book was issued, it returned the furnishings of 
the parish church back to its pre-1630s state. But the re-introduction of a highly 
ceremonial Protestant liturgy, especially with Holy Communion, meant that the way 
in which the liturgy was performed, and thus how both the minister and the 
congregation would interact with the objects within the church, would be experienced 
in an entirely new way. Protestant faith communities in parishes across the country 
would become irreversibly fractured, resulting in the formation of new faith 
communities that would draw on their own interpretations of biblical texts and criteria 
for communal worship. These Protestants would gather in their own meeting houses 
or chapels furnished with the material culture of their own religious experience. 
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 Plate 6.1A: Roodscreen, 1618, Tilney All Saints,         Plate 6.1B: Roodscreen, 1618, detail, Tilney All 
 Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.            Saints, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own  
               photograph. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
Plate 6,2: Altar rails, 17
th
 century, Tilney All Saints, Plate 6.3: Altar rails, 1636/7, Stockton, Norfolk 
Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.         (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
 
 
 
 
301 
 
                   
       Plate 6.4: Communion cup and cover,  Plate 6.5: Alms basin, silver gilt, 1635, St Peter 
        c.1620, St Peter Hungate, Norfolk  Mancroft Treasury, Norwich, Norfolk (July 2011)   
        Archaeology, 10 (1888), following  Author‟s own photograph. 
        p.100. 
 
 
                                 
      Plate 6.6: Communion cup and cover,          Plate 6.7: Font and canopy, St Peter Mancroft, 
      1565/6 St Peter Mancroft Treasury, Norwich,          Norwich, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
      Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograh.          photograph. 
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        Plate 6.9: Font and cover, Stockton, Norfolk       Plate 6.10A: Font, Metfield, Suffolk 
        (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.        (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph 
 
         Plate 6.10B: Font, detail, Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s  
          own photograph.   
 
    
                                        
         Plate 6.11A: Reading desk, 1633, Cratfield,            Plate 6.11B: Reading desk, 1633, Cratfield, 
         Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.        Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.  
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         Plate 6.12A: Font, St Peter Mancroft, Norwich, Plate 6.12B: Font, detail, St Peter Mancroft 
        Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. Norwich, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
       photograph. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                         
         Plate 6.13A: Damaged angels, Tilney    Plate 6.13B: Damaged angels, detail, Tilney 
         All Saints, Norfolk (July 2011).     All Saints, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
        Author‟s own photograph.      photograph.  
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           Plate 6.14: Damaged wooden boss, south          Plate 6.15: Damaged Marian image, chancel, 
           porch, Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011).           Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). Authors own 
           Author‟s own photograph.            photograph. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                
    Plate 6.16: Painted celiling, nave, Metfield,                  Plate 6.17: Grotesque, nave, Great 
    Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.     Great Witchingham, Norfolk (July 2011). 
          Author‟s own photograph. 
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   Plate 6.18: Gargoyle, near south porch,  Plate 6.19: Missing brass, nave, Great Witchingham, 
   Boxford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s                Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph.    
   own photograph. 
 
     
 
 
 
 
                      
  Plate 6.20: Missing brass, Martyn Chapel,   Plate 6.21: Monumental brass, William Birde, d. 1599, 
  Long Melford, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s   Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s own photograph. 
  own photograph. 
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 Plate 6.22: Brass rubbing, John and Isabelle          Plate 6.23: Missing exterior cross, south porch, 
 Jermy, Metfield, Suffolk (July 2011). Author‟s          North Elmham, Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
 own photograph.         photograph. 
            
 
 
 
    
   Plate 6.24: Missing exterior cross, gable at east     Plate 6.25: Crosses, chancel and nave gables, 
  end of nave, North Elmham, Norfolk (July 2011).     Redenhall,Norfolk (July 2011). Author‟s own 
  Author‟s own photograph.                                 photograph. 
 
 
 
 
                          
      Plate 6.26: South porch gable, Boxford, Suffolk (July 2011). 
       Author‟s own photograph. 
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Chapter 7 
 
Parish Churches Tell Timely Tales 
 
„My heart was moved, for I was much astounded, 
To view the many Churches of our land; 
The life-like pictures of the saints who founded 
These ruins old, so wonderful and grand... 
Who would not walk through ruins old and hoary, 
And make each relic and persue his search? 
Who would not listen and applaud each story, 
Told of an ancient good and English Church?‟ 
Bill o‟th Hoylus End, „English Church History‟ (1889)318 
 
 
 
 
This extract from Bill o‟th Hoylus End‟s poem, „English Church History‟ encapsulates 
the idea that the history of England‟s religious past can be found by perambulating 
through the “many Churches” across the landscape, exploring their individual 
histories, and then using these histories to construct a national history. He entreats, 
perhaps entices, his audience to “persue his search”, suggesting that such an 
endeavour would require effort and that the “story” may not necessarily be overtly 
apparent. But nevertheless each story is there to be found and it is one that ought 
to be applauded. It is such an endeavour that this study has pursued, in an attempt 
to answer the following question: how did the English Reformation become a reality 
in the faith communities of the Diocese of Norwich? Like Hoylus End, this study has 
put forward the claim that the history of England‟s religious past is the history of the 
English parish church. By analysing the nine parishes in this study over the longee 
duree of the Reformation we are able to trace the contours of change and continuity 
in religious belief and practice. It was through the changing re-formations of the 
objects within the church, the spaces these objects occupied and the complex 
relationship between objects, spaces and people that these faith communities were 
shaped and re-shaped as a result of religious change and the implementation of its 
material culture. It was through this process that each faith community experienced 
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reforms and through which the English Reformation became a reality. Despite the 
mid seventeenth century view of Parliament, as stated in The Directory, that parish 
churches were simply convenient places for parish worship, the parish church and 
its furnishings held a powerful place of influence within the lives of the faith 
communities within each parish. The relationship between space and object, 
theology and lived religious experience in late medieval and early modern England 
was inseparable. Theology and theological difference was the driver behind the re-
formations. The re-formations of space and object were the tangible manifestations 
of theology that determined the lived experience of faith communities.319 Whether it 
was the Roman Catholic Roger Martyn or the radical Protestant Elizabeth 
Jenkenson, each experienced their respective spiritual experience with and through 
the objects within and surrounding the parish church. Expressions of faith that 
occurred within a private setting or without the presence and use of material culture 
would not have had the same impact on communities or widespread influence as 
those that took place within the very public setting of the parish church and the 
plethora of objects contained therein. As historian Michael Braddick points out, it 
was the public nature of such performative gestures that gave such performative 
acts their potency. 320  This study has observed that faith expressions through 
material culture and their uses and abuses within church spaces were crucial in 
furthering the influence of changing theological views.  
 Yet the lived experiences of faith communities in the Diocese of Norwich 
were neither homogenous nor static, nullifying the idea that English Protestantism 
was in any sense inevitable or that it was a smooth process. Not only did the 
English Reformation change the way in which parish churches were furnished, but it 
also forced parishioners to make conscious decisions about what it meant to 
worship God and how this ought to be done. It is true that some, namely Lollards 
(and anyone that consciously rejected Lollard doctrine), were making such 
decisions before the widespread English Reformation. The English Reformation, 
however, increased the intensity and pervasiveness of this decision-making process. 
Faith communities began to fracture as individuals and sub-communities came to 
different conclusions as to how best to perform communal worship within the parish 
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church and what objects should be used in its performance. From the late 1540s 
right through to 1662 the fracturing of faith communities was taking place, but for 
the most part (and perhaps recusants aside), these sub-communities of either 
conservative, mainstream or radical Protestants could be contained to some degree 
within the parish community at large. The churchwardens of Tilney All Saints who 
used subversive language to record the expenses for Holy Communion during the 
early 1560s, still attended Holy Communion and participated in the spiritual life of 
the parish. The clerics who refused to wear the surplice, or who only wore it for 
particular services, still turned up to conduct those services for the benefit of their 
congregation. Even during the 1630s and 1640s, parish funds were still being 
invested in running communion services and preaching programmes, even in 
parishes that were dominated by a ceremonial sub-community such as at St Peter 
Mancroft. It was not until 1662 that the fracturing process became irreversible and 
those that did not support the new Prayer Book were forced to part ways with their 
fellow conservative or mainstream Protestant communicants and seek out other 
faith communities – a story that is beyond the scope of this study. 
This study has also shown that local histories can indeed speak to “big” 
histories and when several such histories are analysed in aggregate the sum is 
greater than the individual parts. The history of each parish church acts like a piece 
of a puzzle, in that each piece enhances and clarifies the “big” picture of the English 
Reformation and without which that “big” picture would not exist and could not be 
tested for its veracity. The parishes in the Diocese of Norwich that have been 
discussed in detail in this study, and several of those for the first time, have enriched 
our understanding of the English Reformation through their complex and, at times, 
unpredictable, histories. Through the analysis of their churchwardens‟ accounts and 
their material remains, these local histories have shown that England‟s faith journey 
from Roman Catholicism to Protestantism was both complex and contested. Faith 
communities and sub-communities within these parishes did not blindly follow the 
dictates of the Crown, Parliament or the episcopacy, as expressed through the Royal 
Injunctions, the visitation articles and the Parliamentary orders. Rather, they were 
actively involved in shaping their communal worship experience, at the risk of 
internal fracturing. The churchwardens‟ accounts reveal the struggles and silent 
protests in the buying, selling, maintenance and destruction of church fabric used for 
worship. These records also reveal the strong connection between material culture 
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and theology, and that the English Reformation was just as much a reformation of 
objects as it was a change in theology – for the two were synonymous. Thus the 
English Reformation was not only a battle over ideas but also a struggle against 
familiar objects and traditions.  
Therefore 1662 marks the end point of a long and messy but active process of 
reform, and resistance to reform. It was a process that had its ancestry and roots in 
the late medieval period that in turn extended through to the restoration of the 
monarchy in 1660 and the Prayer Book in 1662. It is a history that is significant for 
both its ruptures and continuities. Communal worship, as experienced through the 
faith community of the parish and its sub-communities, changed from one that was 
primarily a sensory experience to one that was based on the Bible and the 
comprehension of it. This was a theological change that could not have fully taken 
place without the recognition and active use or misuse of the material manifestations 
of that worship experience. In short, the English Reformation cannot be fully 
understood apart from the liturgical material culture that made the theological change 
possible. Without the re-formations of the parish church the English Reformation 
would not have happened. 
As we saw in chapter 2, late medieval religion was characterised by a sensory 
experience of religion - sight, sound, touch, smell – and manifested through its 
material culture of images, the paraphernalia of the Mass, the highly ritualised liturgy, 
and the distinct demarcation and uses of spaces within the church for clerics and the 
laity. For the parishioners of Long Melford and many other communities within the 
Diocese of Norwich, it was a religious culture that centred on the parish church and 
where spiritual reciprocity between the living and the dead was practiced and 
tangibly displayed through these many and varied objects. These objects, and the 
people who interacted with them, were placed in demarcated locations within the 
church and were both a mnemonic and a means to sustaining the spiritual health of 
the faith community. Regardless of one‟s financial and social position, all could 
contribute to the creation of a collective faith experience. Whether they be gifts, 
intercessory prayers for the dead, or the establishment of a chantry chapel, all were 
important for spiritual reciprocity to be effective. Yet some late medieval faith 
communities were not unified in the practice of their faith, being dissatisfied with this 
manner of communal worship, and sought an alternative way of obtaining access to 
God. Lollard adherents and early reformers, scattered amongst several parishes 
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within the Diocese of Norwich, rejected the notion that a transcendent God and the 
saints could inhabit material objects, transubstantiation being the most extreme form 
of idolatry, and advocated an experience that rejected the theology and material 
culture of Roman Catholicism in favour of the vernacular Bible alone.  It was this 
belief – a rejection of a sensory faith experience to one based on the Word – that 
would become the impetus for the English Reformation. 
As we saw in chapter 3, the English Reformation dramatically re-ordered the 
way in which faith communities experienced religion and the physical manifestation 
of that experience. What we have found, and as observed by Jonathan Finch, is that 
the English Reformation became „part of the furniture‟ by maintaining the close 
connection between theology, practice and material culture. 321   Regardless of 
whether liturgical or mnemonic objects were destroyed, removed, modified or 
introduced for the first time, none could deny that such objects, the space they 
occupied or the empty space left behind significantly transformed the faith 
experience of the parish community. Out went the Mass, purgatory and Latin 
services and the material culture of Roman Catholicism. It was replaced by sola 
scriptura, Holy Communion and the material culture of the English Reformation. Latin 
services were replaced by the Book of Common Prayer and the sermon. Altars were 
replaced with communion tables and in some instances, in quite a dramatic fashion 
like at North Elmham. Wall paintings of saints were replaced with English scripture 
texts, like the joint venture between the priest and parish at Boxford. Not only were 
central liturgical objects dramatically re-formed, but the spaces in which those 
objects were located and how they were used also changed dramatically, especially 
in the removal of the barrier, both physical and liturgical, between priest and 
congregation.  
The process of reform was reversed, rather than simply interrupted, under 
Mary I, as no one knew that her reign, and the accompanied return of Roman 
Catholicism, would be cut short by her death. The initial introduction of Protestant 
material culture by faith communities had been vital for the implementation of the 
central pillars of the English Reformation. Likewise, the removal or destruction of 
those same objects under Mary I, along with the re-introduction of Catholicism into 
the parish church, resulted in the removal of Protestant material culture, like the 
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scripture texts from the roodloft at Long Melford. The turbulent and fast moving 
changes of the 1540s and 1550s caused faith communities to start fracturing more 
prominently along the lines of theology and practice and forced individuals to think 
about how communal worship ought to be conducted and the material manifestations 
of that worship. All of these things are demonstrative in the reading of the 
churchwardens‟ accounts and material culture. The delay over the return of the altar 
at Cratfield is testament to this. The willingness or reluctance to do so amongst faith 
communities or influential sub-communities within the parish during the turbulent 
1540s and 1550s largely determined the success of both as they worked through the 
process of establishing the nature and the method of practice of their collective faith 
experience. 
In chapter 4 the process by which parish churches became re-formed for 
Protestant worship was analysed through the reinstatement of the Book of Common 
Prayer, which in turn provided the script and the legitimate use of Protestant material 
culture. Elizabeth I reinstated Edwardian theology, liturgy and material culture of 
Protestantism as part of her own religious programme. We have found that, for the 
most part, parishes complied with the requirements to refurbish their churches for 
Protestant worship, even in those churches, like Long Melford, who were keen 
supporters of Roman Catholicism under Mary I. The churchwardens‟ accounts show 
that communion tables were returned, either in the chancel or the east end of the 
nave, and the paraphernalia of the Mass was once again discarded. Any images that 
been brought into the church under Mary I were removed or whitewashed out. 
Church walls once again displayed the language of the Reformation – English 
scripture texts and the newly introduced Ten Commandment Boards, like those 
discovered by the author at Boxford.  The parish church was re-ordered for the core 
functions of Protestantism: Holy Communion and the sermon.  
Yet the reinstatement of Protestantism did not automatically result in a unified 
understanding of practice regarding what objects should be kept or destroyed. Nor 
did it result in a unified acceptance of Protestant theology. Thus the Religious 
Settlement of 1559, designed to curtail further religious upheaval, did not stop the 
fracturing of faith communities continuing throughout Elizabeth‟s reign. In a 
continuation from the late medieval period, material culture remained central to the 
collective faith experience. Tilney All Saints is a case in point. The churchwardens at 
Tilney All Saints ordered the removal and defacing of the roodloft in 1558/9, two 
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years before it was a legal requirement to do so. But at the same time the 
churchyard cross remained a fixture within the churchyard grounds. The use of 
bread and wine was dutifully introduced for Holy Communion, but the churchwardens 
who recorded the purchase of the bread did so by using pre-Reformation language, 
thereby using Protestant material culture to publically voice their disagreements. 
What this case shows so clearly is that the material culture of the English 
Reformation became the vehicle not only for the implementation of Protestant 
theology and a new faith practice, but it was also the means by which that faith 
practice could be challenged. 
Chapter 5 revealed that Elizabeth‟s ambiguity over how exactly the liturgy in 
the Book of Common Prayer Book ought to be performed caused considerable grief 
amongst some of her subjects and in turn considerable grief for the episcopacy. A 
text that was designed to foster unity amongst her subjects became the means 
through which membership of and participation in a faith community was questioned 
and tested, as communal acts became contested gestures. Now it was not only the 
material culture of Protestant faith practice that came under attack, but also how 
individuals were to interact with such objects in both the performance of and 
participation in the liturgy. As Braddick has observed and this chapter has shown, 
gestures can be a „powerful means‟ of displaying both „solidarity‟ and „dissent‟.322 In 
the first sustained analysis of the 1597 visitation returns for the Diocese of Norwich, 
this study has shown that a number of individuals refused to conform to these and 
other requirements of the Prayer Book and the 1559 Royal Injunctions. Despite the 
insistence by the episcopacy that the performance of liturgical rituals – the signing of 
the cross at baptism, the wearing of the surplice by the minister when performing 
services, the kneeling for Holy Communion, or the participation in Rogationtide – 
were considered adiaphora, or things indifferent, several points of enquiry in the 
1597 visitation returns reported on their compliance. The practice of non-conformist 
behaviour continued to challenge the unity of the faith community of the parish, as 
individuals and groups questioned the way in which communal worship ought to be 
conducted and the accompanying objects used in carrying this out. This was 
especially noticeable in the county of Suffolk, where non-conformist behaviour, for 
reasons that need to be explored, was much more prominent. Clerics who refused to 
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wear the surplice appropriately and both lay parishioners and clerics who refused to 
participate in the annual perambulation are two cases in point. Material culture 
remained intimately connected to theology and an individual‟s correct or personal 
understanding of worship. Even though there were some practices – psalm singing 
and bell ringing – over which many seemed to be in agreement, it was not enough to 
halt the fracturing that continued to intensify. Most remained connected to the 
dominant faith community in some way, but a few – recusants and Brownists – 
chose, or were perhaps forced, to sever all ties and join other faith communities. 
Chapter 6 analysed the intensification of the debate over what constituted 
correct communal worship within the parish church, and the material culture that 
ought, or ought not, to be used for its performance. Rather than being just a means 
to an end, the use or abuse of Protestant material culture was central to the 
implementation of new forms of Protestant worship during the mid seventeenth 
century. The issue over adiaphora came to a head during the 1630s over the 
implementation of the beauty of holiness programme of Archbishop William Laud 
and his cohort of ceremonial bishops and their supporters in the parishes. The strong 
ties between theology and material culture continued into the mid seventeenth 
century, as the furnishing of the parish church indicated whether a faith community, 
or an influential sub-community, believed high ceremonialism was key to attaining 
God‟s ideal for communal worship or not. The churchwardens‟ accounts again reveal 
that the beauty of holiness was manifested through the adornment of the parish 
church. The most notable activity was the installation of altar rails, even though this 
requirement was not legislated in the Diocese of Norwich until 1636. Unusually, 
Tilney All Saints, perhaps in their keen desire to beautify their chancel, installed both 
a roodscreen in 1618 and altar rails during the early 1630s. But beautification also 
extended to the adornment of fonts, such as at Stockton and Metfield, the installation 
of images, such as at St Peter Mancroft, and in the stipulation that pews do not 
impede the view of the chancel and communion table. Despite the push by the 
episcopacy to enhance the parish church as primarily a site for sacramental activity, 
several parishes maintained a preaching programme and so actively demonstrated 
that the sermon was still the primary function of the nave and the collective worship 
experience. Unlike the rest of the churches in this study, St Peter Mancroft carried 
out a preaching programme as well as enhancing its church space.  
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By the early 1640s the political and religious tide had turned and the beauty of 
holiness programme had come under significant attack. Parliament and several 
parish communities reacted to the “new innovations” and aimed its iconoclastic 
attacks, both verbal and physical, against the material manifestations of high 
ceremonial Protestantism, and anything else that survived Edwardian iconoclasm. 
For the first time since Elizabeth‟s reign, iconoclasm was legalised on a national 
scale. The low survival rate of altar rails in Suffolk is testament to the strong rejection 
of the beauty of holiness programme. But it was not only altar rails that were 
attacked. The surviving remains of material culture in the parishes in this study show 
the extent of the damage that may have been carried out during this time. Fonts 
were damaged, as at St Peter Mancroft and Redenhall, and images of saints and 
angels were defaced, such as at Metfield and Tilney All Saints respectively. As the 
destruction of objects was part of the process of implementing Protestant and 
Counter-Reformation theology during the mid sixteenth century, so too was the 
destruction of objects central to affirming a radical Protestant theology during the mid 
seventeenth century. The fracturing of faith communities intensified between 
conservative and/or mainstream Protestants and radical Protestants over correct 
worship practice and/or over the interference in local practice. Yet, unlike the 
reintroduction of Protestantism in 1559, Parliament did not explicitly emphasise, 
except for metal basins for baptism, the need for appropriate objects and their use in 
The Directory. I suggest that it was this separation of liturgy from its material culture 
that hindered the implementation of Parliament‟s policy on collective worship. The 
widespread resistance to do so indicates that The Directory did not provide what the 
majority of people wanted, namely, a return to pre-1630 liturgical practice that 
tolerated at a local level the use of the Prayer Book and the material culture that was 
central to its practice. So when the 1662 Prayer Book was introduced, it once again 
linked liturgy with its material manifestations and became the foundation for the 
dominant faith communities. However, the difference was that for the first time since 
pre-Reformation times, it introduced a highly ceremonial liturgy. Because of this, 
those who strongly resisted any form of ritualistic gestures were forced to part ways 
with their fellow parishioners and form new faith communities of their own. 
It is clear that objects, the spaces those objects occupied within the parish 
church and the complex ways in which faith communities interacted with those 
objects remained central to theology and religious practice throughout this period, 
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not only in the act of practising one‟s religion but, more importantly, enabling its 
implementation and making it tangible. Nevertheless, we are still left with some 
unanswered questions, questions that perhaps can ignite further research in their 
own right. The question has already been raised regarding the material culture of 
non-conformist meeting houses and chapels. This point of enquiry can also be 
applied to university college chapels. The Universities of Oxford and Cambridge 
were the main suppliers of parish clergy in post-Reformation England. These men, 
who spent their early adult life within a university environment and worshiped at a 
college chapel, may well have brought new ideas about worship with them to their 
place of employment – Pembroke College, Cambridge could be a case in point. It is 
possible that the material cultural history of the English Reformation lies within the 
Oxford and Cambridge chapels just as much as it does within the parish church. A 
second area of enquiry that calls for further exploration is the influence of Bishop 
John Parkhurst. He was the first Bishop of Norwich during Elizabeth‟s reign and thus 
responsible for the initial re-implementation of Protestantism within this region. But, 
as we have seen, his relationship with Archbishop Matthew Parker was a difficult one. 
His impact was important to the Diocese of Norwich as it is possible that Parkhurst 
set the tone for future non-conformist behaviour, or, at the very least, created an 
environment where plurality could exist. A third area of enquiry is the relationship 
between the emotions, the practice of faith, and the material culture used in its 
performance. How can we know what people felt, or at least ought to have felt, when 
participating in the liturgy or other religious rituals? Did the material culture contained 
within the parish church enhance or hinder the faith experience? And to what degree 
did this change when England transitioned from Roman Catholicism to Protestantism? 
Angus Gowland notes that during the early modern period emotional experiences 
were understood within a religious framework.323 As this study has established that 
material culture remained central to the practice of religion throughout late medieval 
and early modern England, it would be worthwhile exploring the role that material 
culture played in the emotions of religious practice.  
The history of the English Reformation is not a history of theology and 
religious legislation, as important as these were, but rather it is the history of the 
interaction between theology and its physical manifestations in the form of material 
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culture within the faith communities where they were employed. Individuals and 
communities made these reformations take shape within the parishes. This process 
was not simply top down or bottom up, but one in which the Crown, Parliament and 
faith communities were actively involved in shaping the communal worship 
experience of the parish. Placed within their physical and historical context such 
objects, the space they occupied within and around the church and the multiple ways 
in which faith communities interacted with those objects and spaces, presents a rich 
narrative of the process of religious change. It is a history that is multi-faceted and 
often messy. But human experience, whether for an individual or a parish community, 
is, after all, multi-faceted and messy. If, as historians, we can find a way to capture 
even a glimpse of that history then our labours have not been in vain. 
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Appendix A: Bishop Redman‟s Visitation of the Diocese of Norwich, 
1597 
 
The following table represents a summary of the data collected from the presentments as a 
result of the visitation commissioned in the Diocese of Norwich by Bishop William Redman in 
1597. Each number represents how many parishes recorded a default in a particular 
category, rather than the number of individuals who defaulted
 
Source: J. F. Williams, Diocese of Norwich, Bishop Redman‟s Visitations 1597: Presentments in the 
Archdeaconries of Norwich, Norfolk and Suffolk. Norfolk Record Society, 1946. 
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Appendix B: Parish Church Floor Plans 
 
The following are floor plans (not to scale) of all the churches in this study, based on 
fieldwork undertaken by the author in July 2011, and other secondary sources where 
possible. Each floor plan is accompanied by a list of the main divisions of space, and 
significant items that have been photographed and included in the text. The dates for 
these items, where known, are included in the text. These objects are indicated by 
the uppercase letters on each plan. The key to the dating of each floor plan is as 
follows: 
            
    11th century         
            
            
    12th century       
            
            
    13th century/Early English     
            
            
    14th century       
            
            
    15th century       
            
            
    16th century       
            
            
    17th century       
            
            
    Norman Period      
            
 
    Decorated Period 
 
 
    Perpendicular Period 
 
 
    Unknown Date 
 
 
    19th century or later      
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; Christopher Sansbury, Holy Trinity Church Long Melford. Norwich: 
Jarrold Publishing, 1984; Nikolaus Pevsner and Enid Radcliffe, Suffolk. London: Penguin, 1974, 343-8. 
   
A Chancel 
   
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D South Porch 
 
      E Clopton Chapel 
 
      F Martyn Chapel 
 
      G Clopton Chantry Chapel 
 
      H Lady Chapel 
 
      I Squint 
 
      J Tomb of John Clopton 
 
      K Adoration of the Magi 
 
      L Font 
 
      M Old Chest 
   
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
                    Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
        
        Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; Roy Tricker, „St Mary‟s Redenhall Church Guide‟, 2004; Nikolaus 
Pevsner and Bill Wilson, Norfolk 2: North-West and South. London: Penguin, 1999, 609-11. 
    
 
A Chancel 
 
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D North Porch 
 
      E Gawdy Chapel 
 
      F Vestry 
 
      G Medieval Roodscreen 
  
      H Medieval Brass Eagle Lectern 
 
      I Medieval Wooden Eagle Lectern 
 
J Double Chalice Memorial Slab, with 
missing brass 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
         Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
          Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; „Saint John the Baptist Metfield‟, Metfield Parochial Church Council, 
2006; Nikolaus Pevsner and Enid Radcliffe. Suffolk. London: Penguin, 1974, 361. 
    
 
A Chancel 
 
      B Nave 
 
      C South Porch 
 
      D Painted Chancel Ceiling (restored) 
 
      E Painted Ceiling (medieval) 
 
      F Font 
 
      G Damaged Wooden Boss 
 
      H Damaged Marian Image 
    
      I Disused Medieval Roodscreen 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
        Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
        Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; Peter Wade-Martins and Susanna Wade-Martins, A Guide to  the 
Church of St Mary the Virgin North Elmham, North Elmham Parochical Church Council, 2005; North 
Elmham, Norfolk B/62334 – National Monuments Record Files (Public Archive of English Heritage); 
Nikolaus Pevsner and Bill Wilson, Norfolk 2: North-West and South. London: Penguin, 1999, 568-9. 
    
A Chancel 
 
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D South Porch 
 
      E North Aisle Chapel to St John 
 
      F Vestry 
 
      G Medieval Bench Ends 
 
      H Medieval Roodscreen (reconstructed) 
 
      I Black Letter Text 
 
      J Piscina 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
       Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
        
       Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; „St Mary‟s Boxford Parish Church Guide‟, np, nd; Nikolaus Pevsner 
and Enid Radcliffe. Suffolk. London: Penguin, 104-5. 
    
A Chancel 
 
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D South Porch (wooden) 
 
      E South Aisle Chapel 
 
      F North Porch 
 
      G Vestry 
 
      H Entrance to Former Roodscreen 
 
      I Ten Commandment Boards 
 
      J Font 
 
      K Gargoyle 
 
      L William Birde Memorial Brass 
 
      _____ Seating, 21st century arrangement 
    
       Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
       Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; C. L. S. Linnell, “All Saints‟ Church in the village of Tilney All Saints”, 
1963; Tilney All Saints, Norfolk B/62025 – National Monuments Record (Public Archive of English 
Heritage); Nikolaus Pevsner and Bill Wilson. Norfolk 2: North-West and South. London: Penguin, 732-
3. 
A Chancel 
 
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D  South Porch 
 
      E Disused Font 
    
      F Churchyard Cross (top half) 
 
      G Churchyard Cross (bottom half) 
 
      H 1618 Roodscreen 
 
      I Seventeenth-Century Altar Rails 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangememnt 
 
        Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
       Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; „Cratfield Church Guide‟, np, nd; H. Munro Cautley, Suffolk 
Churches and their Treasures. Ipswich: The Boydell Press, 1975, 248-9; Nikolaus Pevsner and Enid 
Radcliffe. Suffolk. London: Penguin, 1974, 178-9. 
    
A Chancel 
 
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D South Porch 
 
      E Vestry 
 
F Sawn-off Beam of Former Roodscreen 
and Mended Pillar 
 
      G Medieval Roodscreen 
 
      H Sanctus Bell 
 
      I Reading Desks 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
       Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
      
       Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; Edwin Rose, „10692 Stockton: Church of St Michael and All Angels‟, 
2004; Stockton, Norfolk B/62538 – National Monuments Record (Public Archive of English Heritage); 
Nikolaus Pevsner. Norfolk 2: North-West and South. London: Penguin, 1999, 670-1.  
 
      A Chancel 
 
      B Nave 
 
      C South Porch 
 
      D Vestry 
 
      E Pews 
 
      F Seventeenth-Century Altar Rails 
 
      G Font 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
 
        Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
        Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
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Sources: Author‟s own fieldwork; David Sharp, The Church of St Peter Mancroft, Norwich, Jarrold 
Publishing, 1994; Nikolaus Pevsner, North-East Norfok and Norwich. London: Penguin, 1962, 249-52. 
     
A Chancel 
  
      B Choir 
 
      C Nave 
 
      D South Porch 
 
      E North Porch 
 
      F Jesus Chapel 
 
      G St Anne Chapel 
 
      H Virgin Mary Chapel 
 
      I Treasury 
 
      J Dutch Tapestry 
 
      K Font 
 
      L Vestry 
 
      _____   Seating, 21st century arrangement 
  
        Wooden Partitions, 19th century or later 
 
        Wooden Structures, 19th century or later 
 
